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Chapter 1: Background on the Amendments and Purpose of the Economic Analysis

-

This Chapter provides the background on the Amendments to the Corrective Action
Management Unit (CAMU) Rule and an overview of the purpose and components of the
Economic Analysis of the Amendments. The Chapter contains the following sections:

1.1 Outline of the Economic Analysis of the Amendments to the CAMU Rule
12 Background on the Amendments to the CAMU Rule
1.3 Overview of the Approach and the Impacts Assessed in the Economic Analysis

More detailed description of the methodology for each component of the analysis is provided in
Chapters 2, 3, and 4 of this document. There were no comments specifically addressing the
Proposed Rule economic analysis methodology or results. This analysis briefly discusses
economics-related comments in the appropriate chapters throughout the document.
1.1 Outline of the Economic Analysis of the Amendments to the CAMU Rule

This document contains the following Chapters:

Chapter 1: Background on the Amendments and Purpose of the Economic Analysis

Chapter 2:©  Incremental Costs for Approving a CAMU

Chapter 3: Incremental Impacts of the Treatment and Unit Design Provisions for

Permanent CAMUs and Incremental Impacts of the Treatment and/or
Storage Only CAMU Provisions

Chapter 4: Potential Change in CAMU Use . -

Chapter 5: Total Impacts

Chapter 6: Administrative Requirements
Additionally, EPA developed three appendices; Appendices A and B provide background on
EPA’s collection of approval process cost information which is employed in Chapter 2.
Appendix C is a comparison of the Amendments with the 1993 CAMU Rule requirements. The
Economic Analysis also relies heavily on information in the CAMU Site Background Document,
which is included in the docket for the CAMU rule and is described briefly below. An overview

of the methodology and results from this Economic Analysis is presented in the preamble to the
final rule. ‘
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1.2  Background on the Amendments to the CAMU Rule

CAMUs may be used to eonsolidate hazardous wastes from various areas at the facility.
While one of the chief reasons for CAMU usage is to facilitate more treatment of cleanup wastes
in general, wastes placed in CAMUs are not subject to the land disposal restrictions (LDRs) for
treatment. In addition, under the 1993 CAMU Rule, CAMUs are not required to meet the
existing 40 CFR Part 264 and Part 265 minimum design, operating, closure, and post-closure
requirements for hazardous waste units. o

A CAMU is one of the many hazardous waste cleanup tools available to a remediation
decision-maker. EPA has developed extensive policies and regulations to address the special
circumstances of hazardous cleanup wastes. These regulations and policies are intended to
preserve RCRA's goal of protectiveness, while providing oversight agencies the flexibility and
tools necessary to develop effective site-specific remedies. EPA’s regulations and policies
include the 1993 CAMU regulation, which is the subject of these Amendments, the “area of
contamination” policy, the “contained-in” policy, the “Phase IV Land Disposal Restrictions”
~ treatment standards for contaminated soils, and the regulations for “temporary units.”
Descriptions of these and other policies and regulations, including references, are provided in the
October 1998 Memorandum, “Management of Remediation Waste Under RCRA,” EPA530-F-
98-026, which is in the docket for this rule. In addition, many of EPA’s official guidances and
pohcy statements, as well as rule language can be found at www.epa. gov/osw/ under either

“corrective action” or “clean up.” :

For general information on the Amendments to the CAMU Rule, contact the RCRA
Hotline at (800) 424-9346 or TDD (hearing impaired) (800) 553-7672. In the Washington, DC
metropolitan area, call (703) 412-9810 or TDD (703) 412-3323. For more detailed information
on specific aspects of the rule, contact Bill Schoenborn, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(5306W), USEPA Headquarters, Ariel Rios Building, 1200 Pennsylvania-Avenue, N.W.,
Washington, DC 20460, at (703) 308-8483. . :

The following subsections provide context and background on the CAMU Amendments.
The reader is directed to the preamble for the rule, however, for more detailed background on the -
1993 CAMU rule and discussion on the particular provisions of the final rule. ‘

1.21 Bvackgroimd and Context for the Amendments to the CAMU Rule

On February 16, 1993, EPA published final regulations for CAMUs (58 FR 8658). The
CAMU rule provides considerable flexibility to EPA and implementing states to specify design,
operating, closure and post-closure care requirements for on-site units used for storage,
treatment, and disposal of hazardous wastes and media containing hazardous wastes that are
generated during cleanup. The CAMU rule sets forth decision criteria for designating CAMUs s
that are protective of human health and the environment. The CAMU rule defines wastes
(“remediation wastes”) that would be eligible for management in a CAMU. Importantly, under
the CAMU rule, consolidation or placement of remediation waste into an approved CAMU is not
considered “land disposal” and therefore does not trigger RCRA LDRs (§264.552(a)(1)). Thus,
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- appropriate treatment requirements can be specified by the overseeing Agency on a site- and
waste-speciﬁc basis. In addition, the CAMU rule provides that consolidation or placement of
cleanup wastes into a CAMU does not trigger RCRA section 3004(0) minimum technology
requirements (MTRs) (§264.552(a)(2)) for hazardous waste unit design. As a result, the 1993
CAMU rule provides significant regulatory relief and flexibility for cleanup.

The CAMU rule has received broad support from many affected stakeholders. At the
time of promulgation of the CAMU rule, howeyer, the rule was challenged.. On May 14, 1993, a
petition for review was filed with the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit.
Environmental Defense Fund v. EPA, No. 93-1316 (D.C. Cir.). The Petitioners were concerned
with, among other things, the provisions stating that LDRs, MTRs, and other Part 264 and Part
265 RCRA unit requ1rements do not apply to CAMUs

Followmg this challenge to the CAMU rule, EPA created the Hazardous Waste
Identification Rule. (HWIR) Federal Advisory Committee (discussed in the Requirements for
Management of Hazardous Contaminated Media (HWIR-Media) preamble at 61 FR 18780). As
part of the dialogue that prefaced the creation of this committee, which'included representatives
from environmenta) groups, regulated industry, the:-waste management industry, states, and EPA,
EPA agreed to re-examine the CAMU regulatlons in the context of developing regulations (the
HWIR-Media regulations).to address the management of hazardous remediation waste during
cleanups. The litigation to the CAMU rule was stayed pending the outcome of this rulemaking
process. In April 1996, EPA issued the HWIR-Media rule, which was a comprehensive proposal
addressing the management of hazardous remediation waste. In this notice, EPA proposed to’

. withdraw the 1993 CAMU rule with the reasoning that the HWIR-Media rule would offer much
of the same flexibility as that available under the:. CAMU rule, but with a moré comprehensive
and detailed approach to addressing remediation waste issues.

On November 30, 1998, EPA published the final HWIR-Media rule (63 FR 65874).
Because of, among other things, commenters’ fundamental disagreement with the proposal and
EPA’s concerns after considering stakeholder comments, EPA decided to promulgate only
selected elements of the HWIR-Media proposal, rather than a more comprehensive set of
standards. In addition, because the specific provisions finalized in the HWIR-Media rule do not
address the basic concerns that the 1993 CAMU rule addresses EPA chose to leave the CAMU
regulation in place.

, Following publication of the final HWIR-Media rule and EPA’s decision not to withdraw
the 1993 CAMU rule, EPA and the Petitioners to the CAMU rule entered into discussions in an
effort to settle the CAMU litigation. During these discussions, EPA obtained feedback from the
regulated community and the states to help facilitate the settlement process. On February 11,
2000, EPA and the Petitioners reached settlement on the CAMU litigation (the settlement was
filed with the U.S. Court of Appeals Tor the District of Columbia Circuit, and is included in the
docket for the rule). The settlement required EPA to propose Amendments to the existing
CAMU rule by August.7, 2000, and to issue a final rule by October 8, 2001. See 65 FR S 1080
(August 22, 2000) for the proposed Amendments to the CAMU rule.
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1.2.2 EPA’s Reasons for Amending the CAMU Rule

. The Agency believes thatthe CAMU rule has worked well in practice, resulting in
remedies that protect human health and the environment. However, as discussed in Section
1.2.1, to reach settlement on the CAMU litigation, EPA agreed to adopt Amendments to the
existing CAMU rule. EPA’s decision to enter this settlement was based on a desire to avoid the
risks of litigation and the great disruption such litigation could mean for existing and planned
cleanups. It also reflects a desire to remove the “litigation cloud” that has deterred the use of
CAMUs in the field! as well as a belief that the proposals nego’uated during the settlement
process were reasonable.

The Amendments more specifically define the wastes eligible for management in
CAMUs, establish minimum treatment requirements for such wastes, and set minimum technical
standards for CAMUs. This is a departure from the 1993 rule, which took a more “performance-
based” approach to addressing these issues and left the details of what was necessary to
protecting human health and the environment for the Regional Administrator-to determine based
on site-specific circumstances. It was EPA’s view in 1993 that this approach would bring more
efficiency and speed to cleanups by replacing the more prescriptive RCRA requirements
designed primarily for “process” wastes (also known as “as-generated” wastes) with an approach
that allows site-specific decision-making regarding treatment and technical requirements for
cleanup wastes’ managed in on-site units., EPA chose not to impose prescriptive standards
tailored to cleanup wastes managed in CAMUSs because of a concern that individual sites might
present circumstances not contemplated at the time of the promulgation of the rule. EPA feared
that such standards might pose a barrier to sensible protective cleanup solutions, engendering the
kinds of disincentives to cleanup that the CAMU rule is designed to address. '

1.23  Substance of the CAMU Rule Amendments

EPA is amending the regulations governing (1) the types of wastes that may be managed
in a CAMU, (2) the design standards that apply to CAMUs, (3) the treatment requirements for
wastes placed in CAMUEs, (4) the information submission requirements for CAMU applications,
(5) the responses to releases from CAMUs, and (6) the public participation requirements for
CAMU decisions.. Each of these areas is discussed in detail in the preamble to the Amendments.
The most important provisions in assessing the economic impacts associated with the rule are the
treatment and unit design standards for CAMU . These particular provisions are summarized in
Chapter 3 of this Fconomic Analyszs

' See General Accounting Office report, “Remediation Waste Requirements Can Increase the Time and
Cost of Cleanups,” October, 1997, which is-inacluded in the docket for the proposed rule.

2 The term “cleanup waste” is used in the CAMU rule to express the general concept of wastes that are
derived from cleanup. It is not meant as a term of art, nor is it meant to supersede the terms “remediation waste,”
which is defined at §260.10, or “CAMU-eligible waste,” which is in the rule. EPA uses the term “cleanup waste” in
the CAMU preamble-and in this report when the waste referred to is not necessarily a “remediation waste” or a
“CAMU-eligible waste.”
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Furthermore, the Amendments “grandfather” certain categories of CAMU s and create -
new requirements for CAMUs used for treatment and/or storage only (i.e., those in which wastes
will not remain after closure). Additionally, EPA has developed an approach to state
authorization that grants “interim authorization-by-rule” for these Amendments to most states
currently authorized for the CAMU rule and expedites the authorization process for states
authorized for corrective action but not the CAMU rule.

Additionally, EPA is promulgating provisions from the November 20, 2001 supplemental
proposal which allow CAMU-eligible wastes, under certain conditions, to be disposed of in an
off-site hazardous waste landfill. These conditions include (1) limitations in CAMU-eligible
waste, (2) limitations to placement in off-site hazardous waste landfills only, (3) requirements to
meet the treatment standards for all PHCs identified in the waste, with the opportunity for
adjustment from these sfandards based on certain enumerated factors, which are slightly
modified for these off-site provisions, and (4) requirements regarding the disposal unit. Please
see the preamble for the Final Amendments for a complete discussion of these conditions.

1.3 Overview of the Approach and the Impacts Assessed in the Economfc Analysis

Under the Planning and Regulatory Review Executive Order 12866 (58 Federal Register
51,735 (October 4, 1993)), an agency must determine whether the regulatory action is
“significant” and therefore subject to OMB review and the requirements of the Executive Order.
The Order defines “significant regulatory action” as one that is likely to result in a rule that may:

(A) have an annual effect on the economy of $100 million or more or adversely affect in a
material way the economy, a sector of the economy, productivity, competition, jobs, the
environment, public health or safety, or State, local, or tribal governments or
communities;

(B) create a serious inconsistency or otherwise interfere with an action taken or planned
-by another agency;

(C) materially alter the budgetary impact of entitlements, grants, user fees, or loan
- programs or the rights and obligations of recipients thereof; or

(D) raise novel legal or policy issues arising out of legal mandates, the President's
priorities, or the principles set forth in the Executive Order.

Pursuant to the terms of Executive Order 12866, it has been determined that the CAMU
rule is a “significant regulatory action” because of novel legal or policy issues arising in the rule.
As such, this action was submitted to OMB for review. Significant changes made in response to
OMB suggestions or recommendations are documented in the public record. The rule is
estimated to have annual incremental costs between $217,000 and $452,000. Therefore, it is not
viewed as economically significant under the Executive Order. EPA also performed a bounding
analysis to quantify the impacts that could result from the rule affecting overall CAMU usage.
However, given the uncertainty associated with this analysis, these impacts are not included in
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the total impacts from the rule. EPA’s preamble to the Amendments provides an overview of the
tule with spec1ﬁc discussions on the prov131ons of the rule as well as a synopsis of the Economic
Analyszs support materials for the rule.-

1.3.1 Overview of the Approach for the Economic Analysis

The CAMU Amendment provisions revise the existing CAMU rule. This Economic
Analysis examines the impacts from these Amendments compared to the existing CAMU rule
provisions. This section briefly discusses the framework of the analysis and provides an '
overview of the baseline and post-regulatory scenarios and the incremental impacts assessed.

The Final Amendments include a provision which allows for alternatives to the TCLP to
measure treatment effectiveness for metal bearing wastes. Additionally, these Amendments will
allow for physical treatment (such as blending, mixing, and sizing) to occur in staging piles.
EPA has added these two provisions since publication of the Proposed Amendments. However,
this analysis does not address any potential impacts which may result from these two changes, as
they are expected to be minimal. Additionally, EPA is promulgating provisions allowing for
disposal of CAMU-eligible wastes in off-site hazardous waste landfills under certain conditions.
The potential impacts of these provisions are addressed qualitatively in Chapter 5 of thls
document. S

Framework for the Analysis

The Agency faced two important questions in developing the framework for this analysis.
The first was how to define the universe of facilities affected by the rule. The second was how to
approach assessing the mcremental changes in CAMUSs from the baseline to the post-regulatory
scenario.

- The universe of facilities that potentially could employ a CAMU in remediation and thus
could be affected by the rule includes facilities performing cleanups under RCRA corrective
action, Superfund, and state cleanup authorities. Over 6,000 facilities potentially can be reached
through corrective action authority; this figure does not include Superfund sites or other cleanup
sites where CAMUSs may be used in the future. Of these 6,000 facilities, the rule would not
impose costs on any existing CAMUs that continue to manage wastes in the general manner for
which they were approved, or on any facilities that manage their wastes without the use of a
CAMU (e.g., they cap with waste in place or send their wastes off-site). The standards would
apply to CAMU s that are not subject to the existing standards under the grandfathering
provisions. However, attempting to determine the number of facilities, out of this total number,

- that would require remediation at some point in the future under one of these authorities and
would employ a CAMU in the remedy would require significant effort and yield highly uncertain
results. -

Therefore, EPA considered using existing data on CAMU usage. The Agency first
examined the 1993 CAMU Regulatory Impact Analysis (RIA), which was performed in support
of the existing CAMU rule. In that RIA, thé Agency projected the number of facilities that
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would employ CAMUs in the future. That projection was based on the work of expert panels
that reviewed, on a facility-by-facility basis, a randomly selected sample of 79 corrective action
facilities and determined when GAMUs would be employed in remediation. The impacts
estimated for these facilities were extrapolated to the corrective action universe to develop a
national estimate of impacts for the CAMU rule. In that RIA, the Agency estimated that the
existing rule would result in CAMUS s being used at approximately 1,500 facilities, or
approximately 75 CAMUS per year over a 20-year period.

However, based on data in the CAMU Site Background Document® showing actual
CAMU usage over the past eight years, the Agency believes the 1993 RIA projections do not
represent an accurate forecast of the expected use of CAMUs in the future. These data, discussed
in more detail below, show an approval rate of approximately six CAMUs per year. The
disparity between the 1993 RIA projections and the actual usage is likely the result of four
factors. '

~ First, the 1993 RIA baseline is very different from the remedial setting that has
existed in recent years. Chiefly, the RIA baseline assumed significant excavation
and treatment of wastes at corrective action sites, with heavy reliance on
combustion technologies and little use of innovative treatment or remedial
approaches. These innovative treatment approaches tend to be less expensive than
combustion technology, and are much more available and in use than was
anticipated in the 1993 RIA. Therefore, the pervasive demand for CAMUs to
lower large remedial costs at corrective action sites did not materialize as
anticipated in the 1993 RIA. ’

~ Second, due to its timing, the RIA estimates do not include impacts on CAMU
use that resulted from various remedial policy developments such as the
stabilization initiative, the use of environmental indicators and the Phase IV LDR
soil treatment standards. These developments have resulted in increased
stabilization of sites and thus less excavation and treatment of wastes. This shift
created conditions that reduced the need to rely on CAMUs as much as had been
estimated originally in the 1993 RIA. Additionally, the availability of alternatives
to CAMU s, such as staging piles and areas of contamination (AOCs), potentially
has decreased the use of CAMUSs from the rate anticipated in the 1993 RIA.

- Third, given the historical rate at which facilities have progressed through the
various stages of corrective action to reach a final remedy decision, the Agency
thinks that the CAMU usage projections from the RIA were unrealistically high.
The number of final remedy decisions at corrective action sites across the nation

3 The CAMU Site Background Document contains information for 47 CAMUs approved (or near approval)
over the period from the promulgation of the 1993 CAMU rule to early 2001. This document includes information
on the type of waste managed in the CAMU, treatment being performed in the CAMU, if any, and the unit design
criteria for the CAMU. ‘
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has never reached 75 per year. Therefore, it would be impossible to have an
average of 75 CAMUs approved annually. ‘

. Finally, the Agency believes that CAMU use has been dampened'over the past
: eight years due to the uncertainty surrounding the use of CAMUs that resulted
from the CAMU litigation. ' ‘

For these reasons, the Agency developed a baseline for this analysis through use of the
~data on existing CAMUs in the CAMU Site Background Document. These data were collected
from Regional and state site managers for the 47 CAMUSs approved to date or near approval
under the existing CAMU rule. The data include CAMUSs approved at Superfund sites and state-
lead sites. For each CAMU, the Agency obtained information on the use of the CAMU at the
site, types of wastes managed, treatment required, if any, and unit design. The CAMU Site
Background Document is included in the docket for the rule.

Using these data, the Agency estimates an annual CAMU approval rate for the past eight
years and applies that rate to project CAMU usage in the future. In projecting future use based
on historical data, the Agency assumes that the 47 CAMUs are reasonably representative of
future CAMU use. This assumption rests on the completeness of the data in the CAMU Site
Background Document, which contains information on all the CAMUs known to be approved
(or, for a few, near approval) to date. Therefore, it provides a sound basis for understanding how
the CAMU rule has been implemented to date. For purposes of this analysis, the Agency
assumes there will be no new regulations or policy initiatives that would affect CAMU usage in
the future. (Note: One exception is the anticipated change is the removal of the uncertainty
associated with the CAMU litigation. The Agency assesses the impacts from this change on the
CAMU usage rate as a part of the analysis of the incremental impacts of the rule.)

These historical data also helped identify any potential differences in the treatment and/or
unit design of a CAMU approved under the existing rule (baseline case) as compared to a CAMU
approved under the Amendments (post-regulatory case). As discussed in more detail below, the
Agency used the information on the 47 existing CAMU remedies to assess consistency with the
provisions in the Amendments. This assessment involved a facility-by-facility comparison of the
existing remedy (baseline case) with the requirements under the Amendments (post-regulatory
case). In such an approach, the Agency again assumes that these actual CAMU remedies
selected in the past are reasonably representative of CAMU remedies that would be selected
under baseline conditions in the future. However, the Agency believes this assumption to be
sound for the same reasons stated above regarding CAMU usage. EPA thinks these remedies are
the reasonable outcome of the existing CAMU regulations implemented within the context of
standard remedial goals for cleanup.

Baseline Case Description.
The baseline scenario provides a reference against which the impacts of a particular

action (e.g., a regulation) are measured. The three components of the baseline defined for this
analysis are (1) the CAMU approval process, (2) the treatment and unit design requirements, and,
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(3) the annual CAMU usage rate. All components of the baseline are defined with reference to
the 1993 CAMU rule as implemented to date.

The process through which a CAMU was to be approved under the 1993 RIA was not
formally and meticulously specified in the rule. The Agency, therefore, assesses the baseline for
“CAMU approval through use of the information gathered from the Regional and state CAMU
experts (see Chapter 2 and Appendices A and B of this document). This information is then
employed to project the changes in approval costs resulting from the CAMU Amendments.

Additionally, the 1993 CAMU rule was performance-based and did not include detailed
requirements regarding treatment or unit design for CAMUs. Therefore, EPA employs the
CAMU Site Background Document, which provides data on the treatment and unit design
standards achieved in the 47 existing CAMUs approved to date. These data have been verified
through EPA Regional review. Of the 47 existing CAMUES, eight are temporary CAMUs (i.e.,
treatment and/or storage only) and 39 are permanent CAMUs (i.e., disposal). According to these
data, approximately 70 percent of facilities using CAMUs are performing treatment of waste.
See Chapter 3 for more detail on this issue. -

Baseline CAMU usage was defined through the data in the CAMU Site Background
Document.* EPA estimates the usage rate as the total number of CAMUSs approved, 47, divided
by the number of years over which they were approved, eight (from 1993 to 2001). This
approach yields approximately six CAMUs per year. EPA did not adjust this baseline figure to

“account for the effects of the uncertainty surrounding the CAMU litigation, which EPA believes
has reduced CAMU usage since shortly after the rule’s promulgation.

Post-Regulatory Case Description

The post-regulatory scenario is represented as the 1993 CAMU rule adjusted by the
CAMU Amendments. See Chapters 2, 3, and 4 of this document, as well as to the preamble
discussion and rule language for an understanding of these Amendments.

Quantifying the Incremental Impacts of the CAMU Amendments

EPA considers three categories of effects in quantifying the impacts resulting from the
Amendments. The Amendments will not impact the nature of the remedial process in the

corrective action program. CAMUSs will remain one tool out of many available to the remedial
"+ decision maker. However, EPA believes that the Amendments will have three basic impacts.

* The CAMUs described in this document represent EPA’s best estimate of all those CAMUs approved or
scheduled to be approved before the final amendments are effective (90 days from the date of publication of the
final rule).
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(1) CAMU Approval Process: By formalizing the approval process required for
CAMUs, the Amendments modify the approach under the existing CAMU rule, which -
had fewer formal information submission requirements.

(2) Treatment and Unit Design for CAMUs: The Amendments establish national
minimum standards for treatment and unit design for CAMUs. The existing rule was-

more perfofrnance-based and therefore open to greater variance in the resulting remedy
selected in a CAMU. ‘

(3) Overall CAMU Usage: In addressing the 1993 CAMU lawsuit, the Amendments
“ would remove the litigation cloud that had the effect of dampening use of CAMUSs over
. the past eight years. Therefore, there may be an increase in the pace of CAMU use in the
future as a result of the Amendments. ' :

These three potential impacts are the subject of the next four Chapters of this analysis.
"The general approach used to assess each, as well as the location of each analysis in the
document is shown in Exhibit 1-1. Chapter 6 of this analysis addresses the small entity impacts
expected from the rule, as well as the other statutory requirements and Executive Orders that
relate to this rulemaking. A

i

Exhibit 1-1: Overview of the Incremental Impacts Analyzed for the CAMU Amendments

1. CAMU Approval
Process Costs

Employ estimates obtained from CAMU experts
on the change in approval costs/burden from
baseline to post-regulatory case. Apply
estimated change to the annual number of
CAMUs approved to assess total annual impact.

Annual Incremental Cost (See
Chapter 2 and summary in
Chapter 5.)

2. CAMU Treatment
and Unit Design for
Permanent CAMUs,
and Treatment and/or
Storage Only CAMUs

Compare treatment and unit design employed for
all existing CAMUs to the Amendment
provisions. Assess whether Amendments would
result in different treatment/unit designs being
employed. (Distinguish permanent and
treatment and/or storage only CAMUs.) Estimate
impacts. ’

Annual Incremental Cost (See
Chapter 3 and summary in
Chapter 5.)

3. CAMU Usage
Impacts

Perform bounding analysis by assessing the .
potential change (increase or decrease in usage
resulting from the Amendments) from baseline
CAMU usage. Project hypothetical magnitude
for this change to estimate illustrative
cost/savings impacts associated with the
Amendments.

Incremental Costs/Savings
(order-of-magnitude in nature)
(See Chapter 4 and summary in
Chapter 5.)
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Chapter 2: Incremental Costs for Approving a CAMU

-

The information submission requirements in the CAMU approval process under the 1993
rule are stated in §264.552(d): “The owner/operator shall provide sufficient information to
enable the Regional Administrator to designate a CAMU in accordance with the criteria in
§264.552.” This general requirement essentially allows a site manager to request whatever
information is needed to approve a CAMU. ‘

EPA is amending these requirements (at §264.552(d)(1)-(3)) to add language requiring
facilities to submit three specific types of information in the CAMU approval process: (1) the
origin of the waste and how it was subsequently managed; (2) whether the waste was listed or -
identified as hazardous at the time of disposal or release; and (3) whether the disposal and/or
release of the waste occurred before or after the land disposal restrictions (LDRs) in effect for the
waste. The Amendments also require that CAMU-authorizing documents require notification for
groundwater releases as necessary to protect human health and the environment at
§264.552(e)(5). In addition, changes in the CAMU technical standards (i.e., treatment and unit
design requirements) will also affect the information needed to approve a CAMU.

This analysis examines the incremental impacts associated with the CAMU approval
process through input from EPA Regional and state regulators.! The methods employed in
assessing these incremental impacts and the resulting estimates are discussed in the following
sections:

2.1 Employing CAMU Experts to Assess Costs
2.2 Total Impacts of the Amended Approval Process

Also, Appendix A contains the form used to solicit information from CAMU experts via
telephone and Appendix B presents each expert’s response to the questions posed.

What are the Main Findings in this C’hapter?

The more formalized approval process in the CAMU Amendments is anticipated to result
in additional costs over the approval process under the existing CAMU rule. Obtaining
estimates of these additional costs from experts familiar with both processes, EPA projects
incremental costs to be approximately $77,000 to 8§242,000 per year (approximately 312,900 to
340,400 per CAMU), assuming that six CAMUs are approved per year. -

1 The potential impacts associated with the permit modification requirements for disposing of CAMU-
eligible waste in off-site hazardous waste landfills are not addressed in this chapter. See the Paperwork Reduction
Act discussion in Chapter 6 of this document for the estimated burden associated with this requirement.
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2.1 Employing CAMU Experts to Assess Costs

This section discusses: (F) the methodology employed for obtaining information on the
incremental costs associated with the CAMU approval process, and (2) the information obtained ‘
from Reglonal and state CAMU experts

2.1.1 Method Used to Obtam Information from CAMU Experts

Assessing the incremental costs associated with the CAMU approval provisions requires
a knowledge of both the baseline and post-regulatory approval processes. The approval process
under these two cases varies significantly according to many factors related to the facility and the
facility’s remedial goals. Therefore, to obtain information on the expected impacts of the new
‘approval process, EPA contacted Regional and state regulators who had experience '
- implementing the existing CAMU rule and understood the Amendments.

To assess the incremental impacts from the CAMU approval process formahzed in the
Amendments, EPA performed the followmg steps:

Step 1: Select CAMU Experts

«  EPA 1dent1ﬁed four Regional and four state CAMU experts (or pairs of experts
: from the same office) who were knowledgeable about CAMU implementation
under the 1993 rule and about the Amendments.

. EPA contacted four Regional experts and one state expert between March and
June of 2000. At this time, almost two-thirds of all approved CAMUs had been
approved by the Regions and states whose experts were contacted.

. EPA interviewed three more state experts (or pairs of experts) in Spring 2001.

. EPA contacted each expert and explained the information requested. EPA mailed
a list of questions (see Appendix A) and Atfachment A from the CAMU
Settlement Document (see the docket for this rulemakmg) to each expert and set
up-a date for the phone contact.

Step 2: .~ Obtain Approval Process Burden Estimates

. EPA contacted each of the experts separately and asked a set of pre-determined
' " questions designed to cover all the main areas of the settlement document. See
Appendix A: CAMU Expert Telephone Contact Information Form.
. Experts were asked to assess the incremental burden of the approval process under
the Amendments compared to the approval process under the existing rule.
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Step 3:
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Experts were requested to provide information based on approval of a CAMU at a
“standard facility” in their Region or state (“standard facility” was not defined for
the expert, although the Agency addressed any questions on this issue posed by
the expert). Experts could provide an incremental burden range, instead of a point
estimate, to capture variation and uncertainty.

Experts were asked to estimate the incremental burden for both the regulator and
the owner/operators. These estimates were based on professional experience and
were not calculated through engineering cost analysis.

EPA provided necesséry clarification on the settlement document during the call.
Each call took approximately 90 minutes. EPA transcribed the responses from

each expert contact (Appendix B: CAMU Expert Telephone Contact Responses)..

Tabulate Burden Information

The information from the eight CAMU experts is tabulated according to the
breakdown of the settlement document. See Exhibit 2-1, below.

Responses are entered in the Exhibit in the approximate form in which they were
provided by the expert. Standard conversion factors are employed in summing
the line items into a total estimate for each expert. For example, 1 day = 8 hours;
1 week =40 hours; 1 month = 21.7 work days or 4.3 weeks.

Where an estimate was provided on a per unit basis, it represented Solid Waste
Management Units (SWMUSs) or Regulated Units (RUs), not CAMUs; an
average number of units per facility was calculated from the 1993 CAMU RIA (at
page 2-4, Exhibit 2-2 of the RIA) at 15 units per facility.

Where an expert did not state an exact number of days, weeks, or months of time
cost (e.g. indicated “days to weeks”), EPA used the following rules:

- The generic term “days” was provided by experts only as a lower bound.
Thus, EPA converted “days” into the minimum number of days that
constitute the plural, that is, two days. _

—  The generic term “weeks” was provided by experts both as lower and
upper bounds. For lower bound estimates, “weeks” is converted into two
weeks. As an upper bound estimate, “weeks” is converted into four
weeks, or the point at which weeks become a month. Four weeks is
chosen under the assumption that, were additional weeks required, the
experts wouldhave used, and sometimes did use, the word “months.”

— The generic term “months” was used only as an upper bound. EPA
converted “months” into four months, the largest specified number of
months mentioned by any of the experts for any specific estimate.
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Exhibit 2-1: Expert-Estimated Incremental Approval Costs from CAMU Amendments
\ (burden per CAMU)

Experi#l .~

(hours/CAMU) -

Expert #3 Expert #4
Proposed CAMU Amendments
1. CAMU Eligible Waste - Information
Submlsswn Requirements (264. 532(d))
(1) Orlgm of Waste 0 0 0 0
(2) Hazardous Designation 0 0 0 0
(3) Disposal/Release Before LDRs 1-2 days o/o’ 3-4 hrs/unit o/o 4 hrs o/o! 1 wk o/o
C : 1-2 daysror s' 2-3 hrs/unitror s 2hrsrors' 2-3daysrors
2. Identification of PHCs -0 0 (may reduce §) 0 -2 daysrors
3. Treatment Requirements 0 0 (may reduce $) 0 0 (may reduce $)
4. Adjustment Factors (264. 552(6)(4)(V))2
{(A) Technical Impracticability 0 0 0 0
(B) Consistency with Cleanup Levels 0 0 0 0
(C) Community Views 0 0 0 0
(D) Short Term Risks ‘ 0 - 0 0 0
(E) Protection of Engineering Controls 1 man-week? ofo 0 0 2-4 days ofo
_ 2daysrors
5. Liner Design Standards 0 0 0 -2daysrors
6. Cap Standards 0 0 0 0
7. Treatment and/or Storage Only CAMUs 0 0 (may reduce $) - -4
TOTAL, Permanent (hours/CAMU)- 24-72 hours 75-165 hours 2-6 hours 80-112 hours
TOTAL, Treatment and/or Storage Only 4-32 hours 75-165 hours 2-6 hours 56-64 hours

Notes:

“o/o” = owner/operator
“rors” = Regional or state reguiator
“per unit” estimates are for SWMUs and RUs

Totals are calculated using standard conversion factors sce Sectxon 2.1.1.

{ This estimate applies to only a “few sites” out of all those for which CAMUs are approved. To generate lower bound estimates, this
cost is multiplied by 25 percent to represent a lower expected cost for any individual CAMU.
2 The estimates shown for adjustment factor E to some degree represent impacts from the other adjustment factors as well. Experts stated
that the level of effort associated with the adjustment factors did not necessarily fall out into neat bundles under one particular adjustment
factor. However, factor E was determined to be the most likely to introduce new burden.
3 Stated that this time cost applies only to half of the CAMU sites.
4 No answer given because of expert’s lack of familiarity with the staging pile provisions on which the treatment and/or storage only

CAMU provisions are based.
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Exhibit 2-1: Expert Estimated Incremental Approval Costs from CAMU Amendments (continued)

Proposed CAMU Amendments

1. CAMU Eligible Waste - Information
Submission Requirements (264.552(d))

(1) Origin of Waste
(2) Hazardous Designation
(3) Disposal/Release Before LDRs

2. Identification of PHCs
3. Treatment Requirements

4. Adjustment Factors (264.552(e)(4)(v))?
(A) Technical Impracticability

(B) Consisiency with Cleanup Levels
(C) Community Views

(D) Short Term Risks
(E) Protection of Engineering Controls

5. Liner Design Standards

6. Cap Standards

7. Treatment and/or Storage Only CAMUs

- Expert 45 .

2 days - 4 wks!
olo

0

0

2 wks - 4 mths!
ofo

2 wks - 4 mths!
o/o ’

0

Expert #6

0
0
0 (may reduce $)

2 wks-4 mths o/o!
1-2wksrors

2 - 4 mths o/o'?
2.-3 wksrors'?

2 - 4 wks o/o*
1-2wksrors*

2 - 4 wks o/o®
1-2wksrors®

0

0

1 mth o/o
1-3wksrors

2 - 4 wks o/o®
1-2wksrors®

0

0

Expert #7

0
0

2 - 4 wks o/o

-3 to -4 days /s
2 days -1 wk o/o
0 (save time 1/s)

3 wks ofo
O-1wkrors

2 wks 0/0°

3 days -1 wk 1/s°
0 0/o

4 -5daysrors’

-1 wk o/o®

1-2wksrorst
0

2 wks o/0®
1-2wksrors®
1-2wksolo !
1-2wksrors!

Estimate included
in Liner Design
Standard, above.

0

Expert #8

0
0

-2 wks o/o -

1-2daysrors
3 - 4 days o/o
3-4daysrors
1-2 wkso/o
3-4daysrors

5-10daysrors

2-4daysrors
ldayrors

1-3daysrors
6-8daysrors

2-4daysrors

Estimate included
in Liner Design
Standard, above.

l1-2daysrors

TOTAL, Permanent (hours/CAMU)
TOTAL, Treatment and/or Storage Only

100-1,015 hours
0 hours

743-1,875 hours

- 0 hours

324-477 hours
8-16 hours

336-512 hours
96-112 hours

_{(hours/CAMU)
Notes: '

“o/o” = owner/operator
“r or s” = Regional or state regulator
“per unit” estimates are for SWMUs and RUs

Totals are calculated using standard conversion factors; see Section 2.1.1.

1 Answered “days to weeks™ or “weeks to months;” figures calculated assuming 2 days, or 2 weeks if “days” or “weeks” represented the
lower bound of the estimate or 4 weeks and 4 months if “weeks” or “months” represented the upper bound of the estimate.

2 Stated that this time cost applies only to two-thirds of the CAMU sites.

3 For expert #3, the estimates shown for adjustment factor E to some degree represent impacts from the other adjustment factors as well.
Some experts stated that the level of effort associated with the adjustment factors did not necessarily fall out into neat bundles under one
particular adjustment factor. However, factor E was determined to be the most likely to introduce new burden.

S~
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provisions are based.

Stated that this time cost applies only to 15 percent of the CAMU sites.
Stated that this time cost applies only to 30 percent of the CAMU sites.
Stated that this time cost applies only to three-quarters of the CAMU sites.
Stated that this time cost applies only to 10°peicent of the CAMU sites.
Stated that this time cost applies only to one-third of the CAMU sites.
Stated that this time cost applies only to one-quarter of the CAMU sites.
Stated that this time cost applies only to half of the CAMU sites.
No answer given because of expert’s lack of familiarity with the staging

pile provisions on which the treatment and/or storage only CAMU
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Where an expert estimate was stated to apply to only a “few” or “some” sites, or
“only complex sites,” upper bound estimates are generated by applying
incremental time costs to all sites, and lower bound estimates are generated by
applying the costs only to a quarter of the sites. Calculating the per CAMU
burden requires weighting the incremental time burden by 25 percent for the
lower bound only.

Only two experts quantified specific amounts of time that would be saved due to a
given aspect of the information requirements in the Amendments. All other non-
specific time savings mentioned by the experts are entered as zero.

Some experts did not feel comfortable estimating all or part of the costs associated
with certain provisions of the CAMU Amendments. Rather than artificially |
impute positive values lacking justification, EPA does not apply a value for these
responses. o '

Where a single figure was provided (not a range) for a line-item, that figure is
added to both the low- and high-end estimate.

The total burden for permanent (disposal) CAMUSs is calculated separately from
the total burden for treatment and/or storage only CAMUs. ‘

The total burden estimate range is calculated by first adding together the low-end
and high-end estimates separately for each expert. Then the low-end and high-end
burdens are averaged across experts. Again, these calculations are performed
separately for permanent and treatment and/or storage only CAMUs.

The burden range for permanent or treatment and/or storage only CAMUSs is
multiplied by the number of estimated annual new permanent or treatment and/or
storage only CAMUs.

This process provided EPA with expert estimates of the incremental impacts for the
amended CAMU approval process. From this information, EPA calculates the total average
incremental impact per CAMU for permanent-and for treatment and/or storage only CAMUSs.
These estimates then are employed to develop a total incremental impact for the amended
approval process. : \

2.1.2 Information Obtained from Regional and State CAMU Experts

As discussed above, the information obtained through contacts with the CAMU experts is
totaled for each expert and is presented in Exhibit 2-1. The Exhibit portrays the low-end and
high-end total estimate of the incremental impact for the CAMU approval process. Total burden
ranges for permanent and treatment and/or storage only CAMUs are added separately.

Economic Analysis of the Amendments to the CAMU Rule (Background Document)
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Characterization of Expert Burden Estimates

Expert views differed considerably on the impacts. Four of the experts believed the
formalization of a process associated with certain steps might reduce overall burden. Such a
formalized process, they believed, would result in less time spent discussing the proper approach
to take at a particular stage in the approval process. Alternatively, some experts thought that the
changes in process requirements would be so onerous that they could drive some facilities away
from using a CAMU. " i -

Three of the experts lacked the familiarity with the staging pile regulations, on which the
standards for treatment and/or storage only CAMUs are based, to feel comfortable giving
answers. These estimates are left as non-responses in calculating time cost bounds. Four of the
experts stated that they believed the treatment and/or storage only CAMU provisions in the
Amendments would result in no increase to the burden already required for temporary CAMUs
under the 1993 CAMU rule. - ‘

As shown in Exhibit 2-1, the experts estimated additional burdens associated with the
Amendments in each area.

. Information submission associated with the determination of whether the disposal
and/or release of the waste occurred before or after the land disposal restrictions
(LDRs) in effect for the waste: This requirement is a part of the provision in the
Amendments that addresses CAMU waste eligibility. The estimates shown for
experts #1, #2, and #4 were stated by the experts to apply only to complex
facilities. Under normal site conditions, these experts did not believe any
additional effort would be required. Two experts (#6 and #7) believed it would
add time for facilities, which mostly would be offset by time savings for
regulators. ‘

. Identifzcatidn of principal hazardous constituents (PHCs): Five experts (Experts
#4 through # 8) estimated additional burden associated with identification of
principal hazardous constituents (PHCs) at the site.

. Treatment requirements and adjustment factors A-D (; $§264.552(e)(4)(v)(4,B,C,
and D)): Only experts #6 through #8 expected costs from the treatment
requirements and from adjustment factors A through C, and only expert #8

~ expected costs from adjustment factor D.

. Adjustment factor E (§264.552(e)(4)(v)(E)): Experts #1 and #4 through #8
estimated additional burden associated with use of the factors for adjustment from
treatment in the Amendments. Experts #1, #4, and #5 stated some concern
regarding the precision with which they could assign additional burden to a
particular adjustment factor, and therefore focused on adjustment factor E in
making their burden estimates. These experts believed adjustment factor E was
the most complicated and therefore the most likely to require significant formal
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written justification. Adjustment factor E offers adjustment from the treatment
standards based on chemical or physical properties of the waste and the long-term
protection offeredeby the unit.

. Liner/cap design standards: Experts #5 through #8 estimated additional time for
the process associated with the liner and cap standards at some facilities. The
Amendments allow for alternatives to the liner and cap standards where it can be
shown that the alternatives provide equivalent protection. The process associated
with justifying use of alternate standards is most likely where the additional time
would occur. ' '

Calculation of Average Total Estimated Burden

From the total estimate ranges for each of the experts, EPA calculates a low-end and
high-end average total estimated burden for permanent and, separately, for treatment and/or -
storage only CAMUSs. If the expert indicated that the stated burden applied only to a specific
percentage of CAMUS, that percentage is applied to both the low-end and high-end estimate for
that item. If the expert indicated that the stated burden applies to “a few” or “some” or “only
complex” CAMUs, a figure of 25 percent is applied to only the low-end estimate for that item.
For permanent CAMUS, the impacts for all items except line seven in Exhibit 2-1 (which
addresses treatment and/or storage only CAMUs ) are added together and divided by eight (the
number of expert estimates) to produce the average low-end total estimate. The average high-
end total estimate is produced similarly. The resulting range of total incremental impacts for
permanent CAMU, calculated as an average across the eight experts, is 210 hours to 514 hours
per CAMU, as shown below:

Total Estimates for Pérmanent CAMUs

Low-End = 24 +75 +2 + 80 +100 +743 + 324 + 336 hours = 210 hours/fCAMU
Average 8 estimates '

High-End = T2+ 165+6+ 112 + 1,015+ 1.875 +477 +512 hours = 514 hours/CAMU
_ Average 8 estimates

. The lowest total burden ﬁgure provided by a singie expert was two hours per CAMU.
The highest total burden figure given by an expert was 1,875 hours per CAMU. This variance
likely reflects differences in the baseline implementation of the CAMU rule for a given Region
or state and different interpretations of both how the new process would be implemented and
what constitutes the “standard facility” used by a given expert to formulate a burden estimate.

For treatment and/or storage only CAMUs, the impacts for item one are added together
and divided by eight (the number of expert estimates). Impact estimates from line seven are
added together and divided by five, the number of experts providing estimates for that item. The
results for line one and line seven are summed for average low-end and high-end estimates for
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treatment and/or storage only CAMUs. The resulting range is 34 hours to 50 hours per CAMU,
as calculated below. :

2.2

-

Total Estimates for Treatment and/or Storage Only CAMUSs — LoW-End

Line 1 (Information Submission) Costs

Low-End = 4+75+2+56+0+0+ 8+ 96 hours = 32.7 hours/fCAMU
Average ' 8 estimates :

Line 7 (Treatment and/or Storage Only CAMUs) Costs

Low-End = 0+0+0+0+8hours = 1.6 hours’CAMU
Average - 5 estimates |

Total Low-End Average = 32.7 + 1.6 = 34 hours/CAMU (rounded)

Total Estimates for Treatment and/or Storage Only CAMUSs — High-End

Line 1 (Information Submission) Costs

High-End = 32 +165+% +64+0+0+ 16 + 112 hours = 46.5 hours/fCAMU
Average 8 estimates

Line 7 (Treatment and/or Storage Only CAMUs Only) Costs

High-End = 0+ 0+ 0+ 0+ 16 hours = 3.2 hourssyCAMU
Average 5 estimates

Total High-End Average = 46.5 + 3.2 = 50 hours/CAMU (rounded)
Total Impacts of the Amended Approval Process:

EPA estimates the range of total incremental burden, calculated as an average of the

expert estimates, to be between 210 hours and 514 hours per CAMU for permanent CAMUs and
between 34 hours and 50 hours per CAMU for treatment and/or storage only CAMUs. This
section discusses the use of this burden range to develop the total incremental impacts resulting
from compliance with the Amendments. EPA follows these steps in calculating the total impact:

Step 1:

Estimate the Average Number of CAMUs Approved Annually by dividing the
total number of CAMUs approved under the existing CAMU rule by the number
of years the rule has been in effect.

EPA calculates the number of CAMUSs approved per year from the baseline data in the

CAMU Site Background Document. The total number of CAMUSs known or expected to be.

s o s
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approved under the existing rule is'47. The rule has been in place since 1993, although the first
year was not quite a full year, and the analysis and final rule are expected to be completed before
the end of 2001. EPA therefore uses eight years as a divisor to calculate the expected number of
new CAMUs annually. ' o

CAMUs Approved Ahnually =_47 CAMUs- = 6 CAMUs per year
8 years ,

EPA assumes that the baseline rate of six CAMUs per year is representative of the future
CAMU usage rate. EPA acknowledges that it is possible that additional CAMUs may be
approved during the period, but this estimate relies on the best available data on this issue. This
analysis does not consider any changes in the number of CAMUSs approved per year that could
result from the Amendments. Please see the discussion of this‘assumption in Chapter 1.

The annual approval rate of six CAMUSs per year, however, includes both permanent and
treatment and/or storage only CAMUs. There are eight treatment and/or storage only CAMUSs
out of the 47 total CAMUSs approved or expected to be approved within the grandfathering time
period. Therefore, the breakdown is approximately five permanent CAMUS per year and one
treatment and/or storage only CAMU per year.

Step 2: Estimate the Total Incremental Burden of the Amended Approval Process by
multiplying the incremental burden per CAMU by the annual number of CAMUs
approved.

Low-End Estimates

Permanent CAMUs = 210 hours per CAMU x 5 CAMUs per year = 1,050 hours per year

Treatment and/or = 34 hours per CAMU x 1 CAMU per year = 34 hours per year
Storage Only CAMUs ' ’

Total =1,050 + 34 = 1,084 hours per year

High-End Estimates

Permanent CAMUs = 514 hours per CAMU x 5 CAMUs per year = 2,570 hours per year

Treatment arid/or = 50 hours per CAMU x 1 CAMU per year = 50 hours per year
Storage Only CAMUs ‘ ' o

~ Total = 2,570 +50 = 2,620 hours per year

As shown above, the total incremental burden associated with the CAMU approval
process is estimated to range between approximately 1,084 to 2,620 hours per year.
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“Step 3: " Determine the Labor Rate to Apply to Estimates of Incremental Burden: EPA
- uses the hourly labor rates from the Part B Permit ICR recently approved.?

-

These hourly rates are $92. 52/hour for legal staff, $71.24/hour for managerlal staff,
$55.85/hour for technical staff and $24.97 for clerical staff. However, as no breakdown was
given by the CAMU experts regarding the personnel categorization for the CAMU approval *
‘hours. Therefore, the highest labor rate, $92.52/hour, is assumed for all burden hours for the
high-end estimate, and the managerial staff rate of $71.24/hour is assumed for all burden hours

for the low-end estimate.

“Step 4: Estimate the Total Incremental Impact of the Amended Approval Process by
multiplying the incremental burden estimate (see Step 2) by the relevant labor
rates (see Step 3).

Low-End = 1,084 hours per year x $71.24 per hour labor rate = $77,224 per year
High-End = 2,620 hours per year x $92.52 per hour labor rate = $242,402 per year
Thus, the total incremental impact attributable to the changes in the amended CAMU

approval process is estimated to be approximately $77,000 to $242,000 per year, assuming six
CAMUs are approved each year. If that figure changes in any given year, the annual impacts for

that year would change accordingly. Dividing by six (the number of CAMUs approved per year)

yields an estimate of the average incremental impact per CAMU; this estimate ranges between
$12,900 and $40,400 per CAMU.

- Exhibit 2-2 summarizes the 1ncremental burden and incremental cost calculations
discussed in steps 1 through 4 above for both permanent and treatment and/or storage only
CAMUSs. The total per CAMU cost for the low-end and high-end estimates is shown as well.

. 2 Part B Permit Application, Permit Modifications, and Special Permits. information Collection Request
#1573.06, October 27, 1999 (OMB #2050-0009).

Economic Analysis of the Amendments to the CAMU Rule (Background Document)
EPA/OSW/EMRAD, December 21, 2001, Page 2-11

e e e . o—— b s e = e Jun—

T



Exhibit 2-2:. Summary:of the Incremental Cost Calculations for the Amended CAMU Approval Process

=

Permanent

Low-End Estimate - 5 210 - © 1,050 - $75,000

High-End Estimate 5 Cos514 2,570 © $238,000
Treatment and/or Storage Only

Low-End Estimate 1 34 34 - $2,000

High-End Estimate 1 S50 50 $5,000
Total ’

Low-End Estimate 6 244 1,084 ' $77,000

High-End Estimate 6 564 ; 2,620 ~ $242,000

Low-End Per CAMU Est. ‘ $12,900

High-End Per CAMU Est. I $40,400

Note:  Dollar figures are rounded to thousands, except for calculations per CAMU.

"

Bounding Analysis

In this section, EPA conducts a bounding analysis of these costs, estimating the total
approval costs using the highest estimate of incremental burden received from an expert. Expert
#6 estimated that the formalized approval process in the Amendments could result in as high as
1,875 hours per CAMU added burden for permanent CAMUs (see Exhibit 2-1). Similarly,

Expert #2 estimated that the amended approval process could result in as high as 165 hours per
CAMU added burden for treatment.and/or storage only CAMUs. Employing the same approach
to calculating total impacts discussed above, the new cost estimate would be:

1,875 hours x 5 CAMUs x $92.52 perhour = $867,250 per year for
per CAMU per year Permanent CAMUSs

165hours x 1CAMU x $92.52 perhour = $15,266 per year for Treatment
" per CAMU per year - and/or Storage Only CAMUs.

$867,250 + $15,266 = $882,516 per year.

This figure translates to an estimate per year of approximately $882,500, which is just under four
times greater than the upper bound estimate of total impacts. Dividing that total by six CAMUs
per year yields a bounding analysis figure of $147,000 per CAMU.
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Limitations of the Analysis

There are several limitations associated with the estimates of incremental costs for the
formalized approval process. The most significant limitations are discussed below.

There is a paucity of data on the burden associated with approving a CAMU under the
existing rule. In addition, the approval process differs significantly depending on the Region or
state in which the CAMU is approved and the size and nature of contamination being remediated.
In this context, EPA relied on estimates from Regional/state experts of the incremental burden
associated with the new Amendments. However, there are many limitations associated with this
approach. Estimating incremental burden requires a detailed knowledge of the approval process
under the existing rule, assessment of how that process would change under the Amendments,
and quantification of the incremental change in burden across the components of the process for
an “average” CAMU. While EPA believes this approach to be the best under the given
conditions, the significant variance in the estimates provided by the experts (see Exhibit 2-1)
suggests a level of uncertainty associated with the results of such an approach.

In order to reflect this uncertainty in the analysis, EPA calculated a range of total
incremental burden estimates (see Step 2 of Section 2.2). This range is retained throughout the
“calculation of total impacts associated with the approval process. In addition, EPA performed a

bounding analysis to portray the significance of the uncertainties in the burden estimates. The
bounding analysis shows a variance in estimates of total impact of a factor of approximately four
when compared with the upper bound of the estimated total incremental impacts. While this
uncertainty may have been reduced through the inclusion of additional experts in the burden
estimate process, the universe of people with the required background on CAMU approval was
deemed too small to increase the contact list.

Finally, some negligible costs are likely to be incurred as a result of the new requirement
for notification of groundwater releases (§264.552(e)(5)). These costs are not discussed in this
Economic Analysis. For a detailed explanation of costs from the paperwork requirements, see the
Support‘ing Statement for Information Collection Request Number 1573.08, “Amendments to the
Corrective Action Managemént Rule,” June 18, 2001.
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Chapter 3: Incremental Impacts of the Treatment and Unit Design Provisions for
. Permanent CAMUs and Incremental Impacts of the Treatment and/or Storage Only
- CAMU Provisions ‘

In this Chapter, the Agency examines the incremental impacts attributable to the
treatment and unit design provisions and to the treatment and/or storage enly CAMU provisions
in the CAMU Amendments. As described in the analytical framework discussion in Chapter 1,
this analysis examines how the 47 CAMUs approved or soon to be approved under the 1993 rule
would need to be changed if they were being approved under the new Amendments.! Based on

these changes, the Agency determines the impacts of the treatment and unit design Amendments.

(Please See Appendix C: Comparison of the 1993 CAMU Rule and the Final CAMU
Amendments.) ‘

This Chapter is divided into the following sections:
3.1 Baseline Treatment and Unit Design Standards
32  Amended Treatment énd Unit Design Standards for Permanent CAMUSs

33 Incremental Impacts from Amended Treatment and Unit Design Standards for
Permanent CAMUs

3.4 Incremental Impacts from Treatment and/or Storage Only CAMU Provisions
What are the Main Findings of this Chapter?
Incremental impacts associated with the permanent CAMU Amendments:

. Of the 39 permanent CAMUs approved or soon to be approved under the existing
rule, three CAMU s were identified as potentially being inconsistent with the
amended unit design requirements. Two of these CAMUs likely would require
additional cap design features and one likely would require a liner.

. The total cost of bringing these three CAMUs into consistency with the
Amendments is estimated to range between 31,088,000 and $1,649, 000 The
annualized costs range between $103,000 and $156,000.

' As discussed in Section 1.3.1, because of the grandfathering provisions in the rule, these 47 existing
CAMUSs would not be subject to the Amendments so long as they continue to operate within the general scope of
their approval. EPA used the historical data in the CAMU Site Background Document on these 47 CAMUs as a
means of assessing the potential impacts on future CAMUs approved under the amended standards.

Economic Analysis of the Amendments to the CAMU Rule (Background Document)
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. The average incremental cost associated with the treatment and unit design
requirements is estimated to range between approximately $28,000 and $42,000
per permanent CAMU.

. Applying the average incremental cost per permanent CAMU to the five
permanent CAMUs expected to be approved per year in the future results in a
cost of 140,000 to 210,000 per year.

Incremental impacts assoczated wzth the treatment and/or storage only CAMU
Amendments:

. Of the eight treatment and/or storage only CAMUs approved under the existing
rule, none were identified as bemg inconsistent wzth the unit design requirements
in the Amendments.

Therefore, the total cost impacts associated with the treatment and unit design requirements for
permanent CAMUs and for treatment and/or storage only CAMUs are estlmated fo range
between $140,000 to $210,000 per year. .

31 Baseline Treatment and Unit Design Standards

The Agency designed the 1993 CAMU rule to facilitate treatment at remediation sites by
removing the disincentives to treatment. The 1993 CAMU rule established performance
standards for the design, operation, and closure of CAMUSs and provided site-specific flexibility
. that EPA believed was necessary to encourage remediation at corrective action sites. The

regulatory language explicitly states that CAMUs do not have to meet the minimum technology
* requirements (MTRs) and that placement of hazardous wastes into. a CAMU does not constitute
land disposal (§264.552(a)(1) and (2)). The preamble language accompanying the rule discussed
EPA’s anticipation that remediation wastes would receive treatment wherever necessary for
protective management.”

In preparing the CAMU Amendments, EPA gathered information from Regional site
managers on the CAMUs known to be approved (or, for a few sites, near approval) under the
existing CAMU rule. The report produced from this data collection, the CAMU Site Background
Document, is included in the docket for this rulemaking. This report presents information on 47
CAMUEs, eight of which are specified as treatment and/or storage only CAMUs. These data on
the implementation of the existing CAMU rule show that approximately 70 percent of the 39
permanent CAMUSs approved to date or near approval have employed waste treatment prior to
disposal and are generally employing liners for new units, as well as protective caps, and
groundwater monitoring. Exhibit 3-1 lists all 39 existing permanent CAMUs by Region, with a
brief summary of the treatment_and unit design standards at each CAMU. The data on the eight

2 More information on general corrective action program guidance and policy is available at
www.epa.gov/epaoswer/hazwaste/ca/index.htm. :
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treatment_ and/or storage only CAMUS are presented in Exhibit 3-4. These data allow the
Agency t0 assess the incremental impacts associated with the treatment and unit design
prov151ons of the CAMU Amendments

3.2 Amended Treatment and Unit Design Standards for Permanent CAMUs

. The two subsections that follow summarize the amended treatment and unit design
standards in the rule. These provisions are discussed in more detail in the preamble to the rule.

3.2.1 Amended Treatment Standards

The Amendments establish national minimum treatment standards that all principal
hazardous constituents (PHCs) must meet prior to disposal in a CAMU, unless the Agency
“ determines in a given case that the standards are inappropriate (see discussion of adjustment
factors below). This national minimum standard is essentially taken from the treatment standard
- promulgated for hazardous soils in the Phase IV LDR Final Rule.> This standard requires
treatment of all CAMU-eligible wastes that contain PHCs to 90 percent reduction from the
original concentrations, capped by 10 times the Universal Treatment Standard (UTS) level.

Five adjustment factors accompany the national minimum treatment standard. The
adjustment factors provide site-specific flexibility in applying the treatment standards by
identifying conditions under which full compliance with the national standard may be adjusted.
These adjustments may be used to make treatment more or less stringent and to adjust a
treatment level or method. The Agency developed these treatment requirements and adjustment
factors by examining the implementation of the current CAMU rule and the general process
involved in remedy selection in the corrective action program. EPA also considered the
treatment variances used for as-generated waste under the Land Disposal Restrictions (LDR)
program. The resulting adjustment factors are defined briefly below. (See the preamble to the
final Amendments to the CAMU rule for a comprehenswe discussion of the treatment standards
and adjustment factors.)

. Adjustment Factor A: Technical Impracticability (§264.552(e}(4)(v)(A)): This
adjustment factor operates similar to “unachievable” and “technically
inappropriate” considerations in LDR treatability variances. This factor allows
consideration to be made in cases where the treatment level or method is for some
reason unable to be met, or when a standard is achievable but not desirable (e.g.,
technically inappropriate when normal application of a standard would call for
incineration of very large amounts of mildly contaminated soil). This factor does
not incorporate by reference the mechanics of the treatablhty variances, but only
borrows the concepts from them.

—

3 LDR, Phase [V-Treatment Standards for Metal Wastes and Mineral Processing Wastes; Mineral
Processing Secondary Materials and Bevill Exclusion Issues; Treatment Standards for Hazardous Soils, and
Excluston of Recycled Wood Preserving Wastewaters; Final Rule, May 26, 1998 (63 FR 28555).
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Adjustment Factor B: Consistency with Site Cleanup Levels
(8264.552(e)(4)(vX(B)): This factor allows adjustment of treatment levels or
methods where treatment standards would result in treatment much higher or
lower than the cleanup goals at a given site. This factor is similar to the “site-
specific minimize threat” LDR variance. In the use of this adjustment factor, the
protection offered by the CAMU itself (i. e., the unit design) is not to be
considered.

Adjustment Factor C: Community Views (§264.552(e)}(4)(v}(C)): This factor
allows the adjustment of treatment based on community views.

Adjustment Factor D: Short-Term Risks (§264.552(e)(4)(v}¥(D)): This factor
allows short-term risks to be considered. Short-term risks associated with
remedies and treatment technologies are routinely considered during the remedy
selection process under the RCRA corrective action program and may form the
basis for determining that certain methods of treatment are not appropriate.

Adjustment Factor E: Engmeerlng Controis g§264 55216)(4)(V)(E)) This

adjustment factor has several parts.

AdJ ustment Factor E(1): allows adj ustment of the minimum national treatment
standards to require less treatment than would otherwise be required, based on the
long-term protection offered by the engineering design of the CAMU and related

_engineering controls when: (1) the minimum national treatment standards are
“substantially met,” and (2) PHCs are of “very low mobility.”

Adjustment Factor E(2): allows adjustment of the minimum national treatment

* standards based on the long- term protection offered by the engineering design of a
CAMU and related engineering controls when: (1) cost-effective treatment has
been used, and (2) the CAMU meets the liner and leachate collection
requirements for new hazardous waste landfiils.

Adjustment Factor E(3): allows adjustment of the minimum national treatment
standards based on the long-term protection offered by the engineering design of a
CAMU and related engineering controls when: (1) cost-effective treatment is not
reasonably available, and (2) the CAMU meets the liner and leachate collection
requirements for new hazardous waste landfills.

Adjustment Factor E(4): allows adjustment of the minimum national treatment
standards based on the long-term protection offered by the engineering design of a
CAMU and related éngineering controls when: (1) cost-effective treatment has
been used, and (2) PHCs are of very low mobility.

Adjustment Factor E(5): allows adjustment of the minimum national treatment
standards based on the long-term protection offered by the engineering design of a
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CAMU and related engineering controls when: (1) cost-effective treatment is not
available, (2) PHCs in the wastes are of very low mobility, and (3) the CAMU
meets the design and operation standards for new, replacement or laterally
expanded CAMUSs promulgated today (including alternative standards).

3.2.2 Amended Unit Design Standards:

The Amendments establish standards for liners at all new and replacement units or lateral
expansion of existing units and for caps at units where waste is left in place. EPA believes these
standards are reasonable and consistent with the standard approaches taken to ensure long-term
protection of human health and the environment.

_ The Amendments require that all new, replacement, and laterally expanded units where
waste will remain in place after closure be constructed with a composite liner and leachate
collection system. Two alternatives to the liner standard provide a balance between specific
minimum national standards and accommodating site-specific conditions.

EPA also is establishing a standard for caps on permanent CAMUSs. The standard
requires that the cap (1) minimize long-term migration of liquids through the closed unit, (2)
function with minimum maintenance, (3) promote drainage and minimize erosion or abrasion of
the cover, (4) accommodate settling and subsidence so that the cover’s integrity is maintained,
and (5) have a permeability less than or equal to the permeability of any bottom liner system or
natural subsoils present. An alternate cap standard is also included in the rule. See the preamble
to the final Amendments for a more detailed discussion of both the liner and cap standards.

33 Incremental Impacts from Treatment and Unit Design Standards for Permanent
CAMUs

As discussed in Chapter 1, EPA uses the historical data in the CAMU Site Background
Document on the 39 existing (baseline) permanent CAMU s to assess the impacts from the
Amendments on CAMUs approved in the future. The Agency examines how the baseline
requirements (i.e., the 1993 CAMU rule) have been implemented to date at these CAMUs and
assesses where changes likely would be required at these facilities if they were approved under
post-regulatory conditions (i.e., the amended standards). (See Appendix C: Side-by-Side
Comparison of the 1993 CAMU rule and the CAMU Amendments.) EPA estimates the costs
where such changes likely would be required. These costs represent estimates of the impact of
these provisions on future CAMUSs.

, EPA examines the incremental changes to the 39 baseline permanent CAMUSs that would
be required to achieve consistency with the post-regulatory requirements. The Agency performs
the assessment in the following stepsT

Step 1: Compare Baseline Practices to Post-Regulatory Requirements: In comparing the
baseline treatment and unit design standards for each CAMU to the post-
regulatory requirements, EPA considered the following five questions:
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Step 2:

Step 3:

Does the facility have constituents that likely would be designated as PHCs?

For a facility where PHCs likely are present, is treatment performed to reduce
PHC concentrations?

Where treatment is performed, does it meet the national minimum standards?
Is the CAMU an existing unit? and
What are the CAMU liner and cap requirements?

Assess Need for Changes to Baseline CAMUs: Based on the assessment in Step
1, the Agency determined whether the baseline practices at the CAMU were
consistent with the Amendments. Where inconsistencies were identified, EPA
assessed the application of the adjustment factors for treatment and considered the
use of alternative liner and cap standards as appropriate to conditions at the site.
Where adjustment factors and alternative standards were not applicable, EPA

_identified the steps that likely would be used to achieve consistency with the

provisions.

Estimate Incremental Impacts: EPA estimates the cost implications of the
changes which likely would be needed for the CAMU to be consistent with the
Amendments. EPA performed each of the above steps based on a detailed
knowledge of the baseline CAMU requirements, the rule provisions, and the
details of the existing CAMU being analyzed.

Exhibit 3-1 portrays the results of this assessment of 39 permanent CAMUSs. The cost
implications for individual CAMU s are discussed following the exhibit.
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Impacts from Treatment and Unit Design Provisions for Permanent CAMUs

EPA evaluated the 39 pesmanent baseline CAMUSs approved (or soon to be approved) to
date to identify any treatment and design changes necessary to be consistent with the
Amendments. Based on this evaluation, three CAMUS are likely to require additional treatment
or unit design: (1) Blackman Uhler Chemical Company (Region IV); (2) Cherokee County Site
(Region VII); and (3) Jasper County Site (Region VII). For each of these sites, EPA estimates
the incremental cost associated with achieving consistency with the Amendments. For more
information on these sites, see the CAMU Site Background Document. -

[Initial Evaluation of Blackman Uhler Chemical Company Against CAMU Amendments:

It is EPA’s best professional judgement that this CAMU likely would not be consistent with the
CAMU Amendments. There was limited information available to assess consistency for this
CAMU. Many of the constituents present would likely be designated PHCs. While cost-
effective treatment will be employed to address the SVOCs, it will likely not meet the treatment
standards for all of the potential PHCs. It is unclear whether the remaining constituents would be
of very low mobility, and therefore uncertain whether adjustment factors E(1) or E(4) would

-apply. Therefore, EPA has estimated the costs of lining the CAMU in order to apply adjustment
factor E(2) (§264.552(e)(4)(v)(E)(2)). The groundwater monitoring and cap appear to be
consistent with the Amendments.

Although the CAMU is an existing unit, a liner is likely to be required as an alternative
minimum design standard under §264.552(e)(3)(ii) to prevent the migration of hazardous
constituents from the untreated contaminated soil placed in the CAMU. EPA, therefore,
calculates the additional cost of adding a liner to this CAMU.

The rule requires that a composite liner is a 30 mil liner on at least two feet of soil with a
hydraulic conductivity of 1 x 107 cm/sec. For Blackman Uhler, the volume to be excavated is
300 ft x 240 ft x 6 ft, or 432,000 ft°, and the area to be lined is 72,000 ft>. The costs for the liner
base, liner protection, two 40 mil geomembrane liners, and excavation are shown in Exhibit 3-2.3

> The unit costs are taken from the 1995 CKD Monofill Model documentation and have been adjusted for
inflation to reflect estimated 2001 dollars.

Economic Analysis of the Amendments to the CAMU Rule (Background Document)
EPA/OSW/EMRAD, December 21, 2001, Page 3-13




Exhibit 3-2: Estimated Incremental Cost for Consistency Changes at Blackman Uhler under Amendments

.

- Unit Cost | Affected Area/Volume Capital Cost
| Excavation ' $0.19/f¢ 432,000 ft* $82,080
Liner base (compacted soil) 1 ‘$0.25/ﬁ3 72,000 ft* - $18,000
40 mil geomembrane liner $0.62/f 72,000 fi2 $44,640
Liner protection (compacted soil) . $0.25/ft 72,000 fi? $18,000
40 mil geomembrane liner ' $0.62/11? 72,000 ft? $44.640
Liner protection (compacted soil) |  $0.25/f¢ 72,000 ft $18,000
Total Cost $225,360

Therefore, EPA estimates the total incremental costs for the liner potentially required to make
this site consistent with the Amendments to be approximately $225,000 (annualized over 20
years at seven percent interest is approximately $21,000).

Initial Evaluation of Cherokee County Site Against CAMU Amendments: Itis EPA’s
best professional judgment, based on available site data, that this CAMU likely would not be
consistent with the amended CAMU design requirements. Only very small volumes of principal
hazardous constituents would likely be determined to have lead in concentrations that would
warrant designation of PHCs in the waste; these volumes likely would be identifiable from the
analytical approach that assessed concentrations on a property-by-property basis prior to
excavation. o : :

The soils placed on the mining wastes greatly reduce the level of lead exposed at the
surface and the permeability of surface materials over an area that has acid mine drainage -
contamination. The site continues to be subject to cleanup, and the CAMU surficial materials
might be revisited or addressed as part of future site-wide cleanup actions. The lack of a cap is
not consistent with the CAMU Amendments unless the CAMU was considered to be active (i.e.,
had not gone through closure) for an indefinite time. Therefore, EPA calculates the additional
cost of adding a cap to this CAMU. '

This site uses a permanent CAMU to dispose of approximately 174,000 yd® of relatively
low levels of metals-contaminated soils (primarily lead and cadmium). The CAMU is placed on
top of an area that previously had not revegetated from past waste management activities. The
area was fenced after the waste was deposited. Using the most recent capping cost data from

'
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work performed for EPA in late 1996° in support of the Hazardous Waste Identification Rule
(HWIR): Process Waste Rule, adjusted for inflation, the analysis of costs is as follows:

-

174,000 yd*x 1.5 toms/»yd3 = 261,000 tons of contaminated soil

Using this volume, 261,000 tons, the HWIR Process Waste analysis estimates costs
between $2.46 and $4.61 per ton for a clay final cover.” The following calculation yields the
cost range for a cap at the Cherokee County site: '

$2.46 to $4.61 per ton x 261,000 tons = $642,060 to $1,203,210

Therefore, the total incremental costs for the cap required to make this site consistent with the
Amendments range between $642,000 and $1,203,000 (annuahzed over 20 years at seven percent
interest is $61,000 to $114,000).

Initial Evaluation of Jasper County Against CAMU Amendments: Itis EPA’s best
professional judgment, based on available site data, that this CAMU likely would not be
consistent with the CAMU Amendments. Much of the waste likely would be determined to have
lead in concentrations that would warrant designation of PHCs in-the waste. Treatment was
considered, but was deemed overly costly, which is consistent with adjustment factor A
(§264.552(e)(4)(v)(A)). The lack of treatment also might be consistent with adjustment factor
E(5) because of the very low mobility of the lead (§264.552(e)(4)}(v)(E)(5)). (With adjustment
factor E(5), an alternate design approach potentially would take into consideration the significant
contamination associated with the existing mine tailings and the lack of use of groundwater at the
location (§264.552(e)(4)(WVEX(S)).

The soils placed on the mining wastes greatly reduce the level of lead exposed at the
surface and the permeability of surface materials over an area that has acid mine drainage
contamination. The site continues to be subject to cleanup, and the CAMU surficial materials.
might be revisited or addressed as part of future site-wide cleanup actions.- The lack of a cap is
- not consistent with the CAMU Amendments, unless the CAMU was considered to be active (i.e.,
had not gone through closure) for an indefinite time. EPA therefore calculates the additional cost
of adding a cap to this CAMU.

¢ Memorandum from DPRA to Industrial Economics, Inc., Hazardous Waste Identification Rule for
Process Wastes: Waste Management Cost Data, Exhibit 4. This memorandum is included in the docket for this
rulemaking.

7 Exhibit 4 of the HWIR Process Waste memo (see footnote 6) links capping costs to annual tons disposed
based on a 20-year life of the unit. Therefore, the 261,000 tons of contaminated soils disposed in the CAMU is
divided by 20 in order to use properly the costs presented in this Exhibit. This calculation yields approximately
13,000 tons per year. This figure falls between the data shown for 3,000 tons per year and 30,000 tons per year in
the exhibit (based on a landfill without daily cover). Therefore, a range of capping costs was estimated using $2.28
to $4.27 per ton, adjusted to $2.46 to $4.61per ton in 2001 dollars.
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- This site uses a permanent CAMU to dispose of lead-contaminated soils. Approximately
50,000 to 60,000 yd® of waste were placed in the CAMU. Using the higher end of the volume
range, the capping costs follow a=similar calculation to that performed above for the Cherokee
County Site.

60,000 yd® x 1.5 tons/yd®> = 90,000 tons of waste

Using this volume, 90,000 tons, the HWIR Process Waste analysis provides for an
estimate of $2.46 per ton for a clay final cover.® This calculation yields a cost for the cap needed.

$2.46 per ton x 90,000 tons = $221,400

Therefore, EPA estimates the total incremental costs for the cap required to make this site
consistent with the Amendments to be approximately $221,000 (annualized over 20 years at
seven percent interest is approximately $21,000).

The final consistency determinations, along with the cost estimates, for all 39 permanent
CAMUs are presented in Exhibit 3-3. For the 39 permanent CAMUSs, EPA estimates that 26
facilities potentially would require using one of the adjustment factors to achieve consistency
with the Amendments. The potential use of adjustment factors was considered only where such
use would be consistent with the circumstances requ1red for each adjustment factor. Of the ﬁve
adjustment factors:

o Adjustment factor A for technical 1mpract1cab1hty was estlmated to be applied
eight times.

. Adjustment factor B addressing consistency with site cleanup goals was estlmated
to be applied possibly 13 times to achieve consistency.

. Adjustment factor E, providing adjustment from the treatment standards based on
chemical and physical properties of the waste and the long-term protection offered
by the unit, was estimated to be applied possibly 11 times to achieve consistency.

The estimated frequency of use for the individual adjustment factors does not equal the overall
number of facilities using adjustment factors because the Agency identified optional adjustment
factors at several facilities. '

* Exhibit 4 of the HWIR Process Waste memo (see footnote 6) links capping costs to annual tons disposed
based on a 20-year life of the unit. EPA divided the 90,000 tons of waste disposed in the CAMU by 20, yielding
- approximately 4,500 tons per year. This figure roughly corresponds to the 3,000 tons per year in the exhibit (based
on a landfill without daily cover). Therefore, the capping costs were estimated using $2.28 per ton, adjusted to
© $2.46 in 2001 dollars.
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‘ As 'shown in Exhibit 3-3, the analysis revealed three facilities for which the unit design
used in the original CAMU decision appears inconsistent with the Amendments. In two cases, a
final cap likely would be required to achieve consistency with the Amendments. The third
CAMU likely would require a liner. EPA estimates costs for these caps based on the specific
information for the given facility. Estimated costs for the cap at one facility range from
$642,000 to $1,203,000, and costs for the cap at the other facility are approx1mately $221, 000
As noted above, EPA estimates costs for the liner to be $225,000.

Exhibit 3-3: Comparisons of Baseline Practices and Post-Regulatory Requirements
for Permanent CAMUs

( Treatment and Umt' Desxgn 36 ] N/A \ N/A
Consistent With Post- :
Regulatory Requirements

Treatment Not Consistent 0 ) N/A N/A
With Post-Regulatory
Requirements .
Unit Design Not Consistent 3 Two facilities may have | Cap costs:
With Post-Regulatory required additional cap 1. $642,000 to $1,203,000
Requirements design features.' 2. $221,000
One facility may have Liner costs:
required a liner. © [ 3. $225,000
TOTAL:
$1,088,000 to $1,649,000

Treatment and Unit Design’ 0 . N/A ‘ N/A
Not Consistent with Post- :
Regulatory Requirements

Note:

1 These two CAMUs address the disposal of off-site soils contaminated with lead that resulted from smelting
operations. Both facilities remain subject to long-term maintenance and periodic review. See CAMU Site
- Background Document.

In order to employ these figures to determine the potential impacts from the treatment and
unit design amendments on CAMUs approved in the future, EPA calculates an average
incremental cost associated with these requirements for permanent CAMUs. The Agency then

“applies this cost to the number of permanent CAMUs expected to be approved in the future.
EPA estimates the total costs for the des1gn requirements to make the three CAMUSs consistent
with the Amendments to be between 31,088,000 and $1,649,000. The total costs for the three
permanent CAMUS divided by the total number of permanent CAMUs results in the following
average incremental cost of the amended rules:
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$1. 088.000 to $1.649.000 = $27,897 to $42,282 per permanent CAMU
-39 permanent CAMUs ‘

-

EPA then applies these incremental costs of approximately $28,000 to $42,000 per
permanent CAMU to the expected number of permanent CAMUS in the future. As discussed in
Section 2.2, EPA projects a rate of five permanent CAMUS per year. Multiplying the
incremental cost per permanent CAMU by the number of expected permanent CAMUS per year
results in:

$28,000 to $42,000 x 5 permanent CAMUs = $140,000 to $210,000 per year

Thus, the total estimated incremental costs associated with the treatment and design standards for

- permanent CAMUSs range from approximately $140,000 to $210,000 per year. The Agency

. believes that these estimates reasonably cover the additional requirements to achieve such

. consistency with the standards. EPA does not consider in this analysis any changes in the
number of CAMUSs approved per year that could result from the rule (see Chapter 4).

Limitations of the Analysis of Treatment and Unit Design Standards for Permanent
CAMUs ‘ - . ‘ ’ '

As stated above, these comparisons reflect facility information regarding the types of
contaminants, the treatment and unit design standards achieved, and other relevant circumstances
surrounding the use of CAMUs. However, as the actual application of these provisions at any
given site will involve complex judgment calls, it is difficult to assess with certainty how these
provisions will operate. Such comparisons are site-specific in nature and subject to discretion
regarding the approach taken and the use of adjustment factors and alternative standards.

- Several commenters. on the proposed rule believed that the amended treatment and unit
design standards for permanent CAMUSs are too prescriptive and stringent. According to the
Agency’s analysis, however, the 39 existing permanent CAMUs are essentially meeting the
treatment and design standards in the baseline. EPA estimates relatively minor incremental costs
associated with these amended standards. One commenter acknowledged that the existing
permanent CAMUS analyzed for the proposed rule analysis “would generally meet the revised
standards.” However, the commenter believed that this stringent implementation of the existing
CAMU rule was, at least in part, the effect of the “litigation cloud” resulting from the legal
challenge to that rule. They provided no evidence in support of such a claim. The Agency
generally believes that the types of remedies seen at the CAMUs approved to date represent the
logical outcome of a responsible implementation of the 93 CAMU rule and reflect EPA’s
intentions in that rule. However, as stated in Chapter 1, the Agency believes that the clarification
of EPA’s intentions provided in the CAMU Amendments is preferable as a matter of public
policy.
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EPA believes that there may be minor costs not fully accounted for in this analy51s in the
actual implementation of the Amendments. For example, the Amendments may result in
“additional lab costs for testing ofPHCs or operation of treatment technologies for a longer period
~of time to lower the levels reached for a PHC at a given site. Similarly, many of the CAMU
‘remedies in the baseline include treatment of hot spots off-site; this practice may be used at
" additional facilities in cases where small volumes of waste are designated as PHCs. . However,

- overall, EPA believes that the 1ncremental costs associated with these requirements are captured
- in the above ana1y51s '

3.4  Incremental Impacts from Treatment and/or Storége Oniy CAMU Provisions

EPA assesses the incremental impacts associated with the use of treatment and/or storage
only CAMUs. A discussion of the baseline and post-regulatory requlrements and the incremental
impacts resulting from the rule is included below.

Treatment and/or Storage Only CAMUS in the Baseline

: The 1993 CAMU rule provisions did not contain standards specific to treatment and/or
storage only CAMUs. However, data in the CAMU Site Background Document indicate that
eight treatment and/or storage only CAMU s were approved in the baseline and were generally
- used for short-term treatment or storage of wastes at a site. These data allow the Agency to
assess the potential for incremental impacts resulting from the Amendments as they address

treatment and/or storage only CAMUs. These data are presented in Exhibit 3-4.

Treatment and/or Storage Only CAMUs Under the Amendments

The CAMU rule establishes specific standards for treatment and/or storage only CAMUs.
" There are two categories of treatment and/or storage only CAMUs in the Amendments.

Treatment and/or storage only CAMUS that comply with the time limit established by EPA in the
staging pile regulations (see §264.554(d)(iii), (h), and (i)) would be subject to the performance
and technical standards for staging piles in lieu of the permanent CAMU unit requirements.
However, treatment and/or storage only CAMUS that exist longer than these limits would be
subj ect to the unit requirements for permanent CAMUS (see discussion in Section 3.2.2). The
time limit for this second category of CAMUSs is expected to be years, not decades.

Because these treatment and/or storage only CAMUs would not be approved for final
disposal, the treatment requirements established in the rule do not apply for the wastes managed
. in these CAMUs. However, the Regronal Administrator would not be prevented from requiring
waste treatment in such a CAMU as part of the overall remedy decision.

Econamtc Analysis of the Amendments to the CAMU Rule (Background Document)
EPA/OSW/EMRAD, December 21, 2001, Page 3-19




07-¢ @3ed ‘p-¢ NQUIXF ‘T00T ‘1T 12qWAQ ‘AVINT/MSO/VIT
(UAUNI0(] punoISyIng) 3ny WV, 211 01 spuawpuauty ayy fo Sisaouy ououodq

, ‘N0 PUROLIYIDY 211§ (I FD dUd 01 Ap100atp 18Jaa {(219Y Pe3od[jol SUOISN]OUOD S} U0 UoNedyIfenb Aue SuIpn]oul) UOHIBWHOJUL IOUNIO
"SUOISIoap (YAVO [enpraipul Aue Suipedal mucoﬁmuz.ﬂ Supjew uy uodn pat[al 8 10U P[NOYS 2J0J3I0Y} pue (YYD Sulsixa uo pey KouaSy a1 uonewLIojuy 8y JO 2am)d)d jRIdued €
juasexd 01 JuBoW A[9]0S S1 [ "PoIRIAGIqqE ST ‘UQIYXF SIY JO asodind ay) Joj ‘pue JuUdUIND0(T PUN0L3yong 218 (UAYD 43 Ul Pejussaid UONBLLIOJUT SOZLIRIWNS J]q8Y SIYY,

, patjdde
SE(ED(EXP)TSS ¥9T prepuels

"SULIONUOW ISTRMPUNOIL) "UOURIP3UISI

*S]9A3] PISEq-I[I[EAY 0} SAISEM UONEIpaWal Supeas) pue Suolg

6¥001006¢LAN
ejoseq YHON ‘HOISI(TA,
oul ‘T Swikg

TaUl| AleuIAYR AU} UsyM Jualsisuop)|  SuioSispun S jeu) vale paJRUIWRILOD AySiy ul pajedo] NIAVD

8 NOIOTY Vdil

JUAISISUOD)

‘Sunoluow Ja1EMpunoId
PUR LO}09][00 IEYORA] YIIA JSUI| 3)ISOdWIO00 SABY [[1M JIUN MON

‘PAUTLISIAP 3G ULD poyIaw
Juawiear; Jadoxd [un sj10s pateuleluod Jo Sutiogs Asgiodwa

SPYOTREITLYI
_ BMO] ‘UMOIR[PPIN

JUBJJ UOBIUNULY KWLy RMO]

LNOIOTY Vdd

JUSISISUOD)

) "spun punoid saoqe
U JuswIess] ‘eale Jusweal; pue SuiSers 105 pasn jun 3unsixy

i "s1eak 7 03 SYIUOW § UOHRIAP SSiun
paseq puej-uou Uj JUSWIBAI |, S[9A3] Paseq-yifeay 03 pajedl],
SNIAMS J9110 pue puod uonesodeas woly saseM Supjealy

PrS$E€89086(0HO
OO BINQBIYSY.
jue[ voisnaxg wnue [, I

*K18$5303U S8 “BULIONUQUI JTeMPUNOIS puR ‘S{011u0d 31eYoEs]
pUE ‘JJOunI ‘U0-uni “I9A0O dPN[ILL S[ONIU0I JuRWIBRUEI

'$31SEM UONBIPIWAL

66165 1SO0ANI
eueipu] ‘o8eany) 1seg
291§ pueu]

JUSISUOD) “JuaiaZRUBL ISEM JO SEAISIU] JoyS 'syiun Supsixy snopJezel-uoy Apsoul o Buiio)s puw ‘Suijpuey ‘Suneal ]|
o S NOIDAY Vdd
< 6vrPE0LSOUDN
. ) . . '$]9A2] pasuq rULLOLRT) YHON ‘piojues
WISISUOD), ‘Bun10)UOW 157EMPUnI pue raurf aysodwod sey nun | -yijesy o1 saisem Sunean) poom Yim PIIBUILIRINOD [0S Supeas], , QU] JaquLL, [BIouan)
. , . ‘ ' 'S[9A3] Paseq-ysit 1oall 0} w 19697TLSOUSIN
, ‘FupI0)luOw JOJEMPUNCID| d1sem (00 YIm pajeuTeiUod Arewiad sajsem Jayjo pue sj10s|. . 1ddississyn ‘podjinD
¥ JUIISISUCD “seaIe 530I0)S JUaUNRSI) 0] posn sped jjeydse pue 51a10ud))| J0o uoneprIBopoLg 'SAISEm JoYI0 PUE S[I0S Sunedl pue SuiSeis [ S21ISNpU] 183J0,] WeYUaAL)
T paydde _ , o , ) ¥06922L50Q7TY!
SE(WV)AD(EXR)TSS ¥IT Prepurls “W)sAS eweqe]y ‘2[00

JOUT] S1BUIAIE 9 USYM JUISISUOD

UOI09][03 3JeyDLa] “JaUI] 21150dW00 11 (O Y PO} UN

‘sj10s pareureinod Jurean-org

SOLAISTIPU] 35210,] WRYUIALD)

¥ NOIOTY Vdda

JUDISISUOD)

‘salnseaw uossaiddns snp pue Suuojuow e mcm
19TeMPUNOIZ puE SWISQ pue Joul] aisodwos onaiuksoas/ie

. '$0158M JO BULI0JS PUE LOIEZI]IQEIS
pue uofjesedas [eoturyoaw AQ S{10S PSIRUIUEILOD pRa) Bupneal])

. 91Z7¢SY100ALD

Jnonasuuoy) wodspug

(cpred sssusng

$5000N§ 93] put “su ‘sonsadord spooD Juiodg
Apauno)) -ouj ‘Aurdwio) suy uojBuiuay

YA [TV © S 95N JOJ PRjeABIXa un Julsixg

1 NOIDTY Vdd

. S WPUIW Y

aunpaseg ) uy udisaqg HuN

NIAVD Jo asodan g

NNYD

udisaqg Juq) ISUIESY JUIWSSISSY|

%::umam a3 ut SNIAVD A[uQ 280403 J10/pue JUsUI LA ], J0J SPIEPUL)S UBISI( JU[) PUE JUIWIBILY, U0 uoBBWLIO U] p-¢ HGIYXY




The staging pile standards at §264.554(j) and (k) would be the closure standards for
treatment and/or storage only CAMUs that are located in previously contaminated areas and
previously uncontaminated areas; respectively.

Incremental Impacts for Treatment and/or Storage Only CAMUs

EPA assesses the incremental impacts from these provisions with respect to current
baseline implementation of the CAMU rule. EPA performs this assessment in a manner similar
to that described above for permanent CAMUSs (see Section 3.3), using the historical data on
- treatment and/or storage only CAMUS in the CAMU Site Background Document to project the
impacts from these provisions on future CAMUSs. In this analysis, EPA does not consider any
changes in the number of CAMUSs approved per year that may result from the rule.

Impacts Estimated from the Treatment and/or Storage Only CAMU Provisions

EPA assessed that the baseline practices at all eight treatment and/or storage only
CAMUs were consistent with the post-regulatory requirements for these CAMUs in the ,
Amendments. No treatment and/or storage only CAMU s were estimated to require additional
steps to achieve consistency with the Amendments. However, EPA acknowledges the possibility
that, due to the variability of site characteristics and the limitations of the available data for the
given CAMU, additional negligible costs could be incurred at any given facility.

Limitations on the Analysis of Treatment and/or Siorage Only CAMUs

As stated above, EPA made these comparisons based upon facility records regarding the
types of contaminants, the treatment and unit design standards achieved, and other relevant
circumstances surrounding the use of CAMUs. However, as the actual application of these
provisions at any given site would involve complex judgment calls, it is difficult to assess with
certainty how these provisions would operate. Such comparisons are site-specific in nature and
subject to discretion regarding the approach taken and the use of adjustment factors and
alternative standards. Therefore, EPA acknowledges that these cost estimates are subject to the
limitations inherent in such a modeling effort.

EPA believes that, in the actual implementation of the Amendments, there may be minor
costs not fully accounted for in this analysis. For example, the Amendments may result in
additional lab costs for testing of PHCs. However, overall, EPA believes that the costs resulting
from the requirements for treatment and/or storage only CAMU s are negligible.
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Chapter 4: Potential Change in CAMU Use

-

By amending the CAMU rule, the Agency intends to resolve the CAMU litigation. As
discussed in Chapter 1, EPA believes that the uncertainties surrounding CAMU use resulting
from the litigation have reduced the number of CAMUSs employed in remedies over the past eight
years. Therefore, resolving the litigation could increase the use of CAMUs in the future.
However, there are a number of factors that affect the potential for changes in CAMU use.
Because of the complexity involved in analyzing the expected changes to CAMU use, the
Agency has prepared a bounding analysis addressing the direction and order-of-magnitude
impacts of these changes. These estimates provide a picture of the potential impacts from
changes in CAMU usage and do not represent a part of EPA’s estimate of the actual impacts
from the rule.. . o

~ This Chapter diseusses:‘ :
4.1 Incremental Change in the Number of CAMUs Approved Annually
4.2 Cost Impacts from These Changes -
What are the Main Findings from this Chaptef?

This bounding analysis examines the potential for incremental impacts as a result of
changes in CAMU usage attributable to the Amendments. Immediately following promulgation,
the factors influencing potential changes in CAMU use are too uncertain and complex to assign
a magnitude or direction to the resulting impacts. For the period 2003 through 2006, EPA
develops potential impacts under an increased CAMU use scenario and a decreased CAMU use
scenario. EPA projects a potential increase or a potential decrease of five CAMUs per year.
This range reflects the uncertainty regarding the relative importance of the various factors
affecting changes in CAMU use. This incremental change results in cost impacls varying from a
savings of $4.5 million per year to a cost of $4.5 million per year.

4.1  Incremental Change in the Number of CAMUs Approved Annually

This section discusses the baseline and post-regulatory factors that influence the use of
CAMUs in remedial decisions. :

4.1.1 Issues Related to Baseline CAMU Usage

EPA designed the 1993 CAMU rule to provide incentives for remediation by removing
certain regulatory requirements that affect the management of hazardous remediation waste. The
rule allowed facilities to manage hazardous remediation waste in a CAMU without triggering the
Land Disposal Restrictions (LDRs). Furthermore, it exempted CAMUSs from the minimum -
technology requirements (MTRs). The rule, however, established performance standards for the
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design, operat1on and closure of CAMUSs and provided the s1te~sp601ﬁc flexibility that EPA
believes is necessary to encourage remediation.

The 1993 CAMU Regulatory Impact Analysis (RIA) that accompanied the rulé projected
the approval of roughly 75 CAMUs per year with an annual cost savings of roughly $2 billion.!
In that RIA, CAMU experts reviewed facility data from a randomly stratified sample of 79
corrective action facilities in the corrective action universe. For each facility, the experts
determined when a CAMU would be used in remediation and what the cost implications of
CAMU use would be against a baseline of remediation without a CAMU.

EPA was sued on the CAMU rule shortly after its promulgation. The resulting
uncertainty surrounding the viability of the CAMU rule, along with other factors discussed in
Chapter 1 (e.g., the increased use of Areas of Contamination (AOCs) and staging piles, the
introduction of the Phase IV Land Disposal Restriction (LDR) soil treatment standards, and the
stabilization initiative in corrective action), led to considerably fewer CAMUSs than the Agency
originally antmpated

The actual pace of CAMU usage, since promulgation of the rule, is calculated in Chapter
2 of this document using the data from the CAMU Site Background Document. This site
summary document provides information for the 47 CAMUS approved or about to be approved
under the existing rule. The usage rate is calculated as the total number of CAMUs approved to
date (or, in a few cases, near approval) divided by the number of years the rule has been in place.
The rule has been in place since 1993, although the first year was not quite a full year, and the
analysis and final rule are expected to be completed before the end of 2001. EPA therefore uses
eight years as a divisor to calculate the expected number of new CAMUSs annually. The resulting
estimated baseline CAMU usage (47 CAMUSs/8 years) is approximately six CAMUs per year.

4.1.2 Issues Related to Post-Regulatory CAMU Usage

With the rule, the Agency intends to eliminate the uncertainty regarding the viability of
the CAMU rule that resulted from the CAMU litigation. Such resolution could promote the ‘
increased use of CAMUs. However, for a number of reasons the Agency does not expect CAMU
usage to approach the rate projected in the 1993 CAMU RIA (i.e. roughly 75 CAMUs approved

per yea1)

The dxsparlty between the 1993 RIA projections and the actual usage is likely the result
of four factors.

' This figure of 75 CAMUSsPer year is calculated from the 1993 CAMU RIA from the figures for the
Expanded CAMU option assuming a 20-year duration (Regulatory Impact Analysis for the Final Rulemaking on
Corrective Action Management Units and Temporary Units, EPA/OSW, January 11, 1993, page 3-4). This annual
CAMU usage figure is never actually stated in the RIA and is a rough estimate calculated for purposes of this
analysis.
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First, the 1993 RIA employed a baseline that is very different from the remedial
setting which has existed in recent years. Chiefly, the RIA assumed significant
excavation and treatment of remediation wastes, with heavy reliance on
combustion technologies and little use of innovative treatment approaches. These
innovative approaches are much more available and in use than was anticipated in
the 1993 RIA, and tend to be less expensive than combustion technologies.
Therefore, the pervasive demand for CAMUSs to lower large remedial costs has
not materialized as anticipated in the 1993 RIA.

Second, due to its timing, the 1993 RIA estimates do not include impacts on
CAMU use that resulted from various remedial policy developments such as the
stabilization initiative or the use of environmental indicators. These
developments have increased stabilization of sites and reduced excavation and
treatment of wastes (in the short term). This shift created conditions that reduced
the need to rely on CAMUSs as much as had been estimated originally in the 1993
RIA. Additionally, the availability of alternatives to CAMU s, such as staging
piles, AOCs, and the relaxation of treatment standards under the Phase IV LDR
soil treatment rule may have decreased the demand for CAMUs compared to that
projected originally.

Third, given the historical rate at which facilities have progressed through the
various stages of corrective action to reach a final remedy decision, the Agency
thinks that the CAMU usage projections from the RIA were unrealistically high.
The number of final remedy decisions at corrective action sites across the nation
has not reached 75 per year. Therefore, it would be impossible to have an average
of 75 CAMUs approved annually.

Finally, the Agency believes that CAMU use has been dampened over the past
eight years due to the uncertainty surrounding the use of CAMUSs that resulted
from the CAMU litigation.

With the CAMU rule Amendments, the Agency intends to resolve the uncertainty
surrounding the use of CAMUSs resulting from the “litigation cloud.” This, however, does not
address the other factors believed to have affected CAMU usage over the past eight years.
Furthermore, EPA believes that additional factors should be accounted for to determine the
potential impact of the rule on CAMU usage in the future, including the impact of the formalized
approval process and the amended treatment and unit design standards.

With these issues in mind, the Agency prepares an order-of-magnitude bounding analysis
that seeks to establish the general direction of change in CAMU usage and to quantify the
impacts from such change. These eStimates focus only on the potential for changes in the
number of CAMUSs approved annually and do not incorporate impacts from the formalized
approval process or the amended treatment and unit design requirements. These estimates
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provide a p1cture of the potential savings from such a change in CAMU usage and do not
represent estimates of the actual impacts from the rule.

-

- 4.1.3 Assessment of Incremental Changes in CAMU Usage

Step 1:

‘This analysis examines the change in CAMU usage in the following three steps:

Identify the Influences of the Amendments on CAMU Use: These factors are
categorized as influences tending to increase or tending to decrease CAMU use

- with respect to the baseline. The identified influences reflect EPA’s knowledge of

the CAMU Amendments and the information collected in the expert contacts
made for the approval process assessment in Chapter 2.

EPA believes that the following‘inﬂuences will tend to increase CAMU use:

)

2)

€y

@)

Removal of the “Litigation Cloud”/Uncertainty Regarding the Rule’s Viability -
The Amendments should resolve this uncertainty which 1s believed to be a
primary factor limiting use of CAMUs.?

Formalized Approval Process - The more formalized process in the Amendments
for approving CAMUs and more specific treatment and unit design standards may
encourage CAMU use in some cases. The rule provides a clear and established
path for CAMU approval, which may benefit a facility that is considering
remedial alternatives. Several of the CAMU experts contacted for the process
cost assessment in Chapter 2 suggested including this factor.

-EPA believes that the following influences will tend to decrease CAMU use:

Increased Approval Process/Costs - The approval requirements in the CAMU
Amendments are likely to increase the time and cost associated with CAMU
approval. Some of the experts contacted for the approval process assessment and
several commenters on the proposed rule suggested that the added process may be
enough to discourage some facilities from pursuing use of a CAMU.

Treatment and Unit Design Requirements - Several commenters on the proposed
rule suggested that the more stringent treatment and unit-design standards in the
rule may discourage CAMU use at some facilities. However, according to the
data on existing CAMUSs approved, the treatment and unit design approaches

- being employed under the existing rule generally are consistent with the rule
requirements.

2 See the GAO report Hazardous Waste: Remediation Waste Requirements Can Increase the Time and
Cost of Cleanups, October 1997, pages 12 and 13.

Economic Analysis of the Amendments to the CAMU Rule (Background Document)

EPA/OSW/EMRAD, December 21, 2001, Page 4-4




Step 2:

Develop a Framework for Assessing Potential Changes in CAMU Use: An
assessment of the direction of the expected change in CAMU use resulting from
the Amendments«equires an assessment of the influences discussed above.

Grandfathering Window: Began with publication of the proposed grandfathering
provision in the Amendments and ends with the effective date of the
Amendments, approximately 1-1/2 years in length, from August 2001 through
December 2001. EPA’s review of the CAMUs approved, or near approval, for the

- CAMU Site Background Document showed nine new CAMUs for this per1od 3

Early After Promulgatzon Begins on the effective date of the rule and ends one
year after the effective date and generally represents an-adjustment period for
implementation of the rule.

Post-Promulgation Equilibrium: Begins one year after the effective date of the
rule and ends approximately five years after the effective date of the rule, during
which time the Agency believes there will be approximate equilibrium with
respect to the influences from the rule on CAMU use. The five-year duration
represents the rough time period for which the Agency intends to prOJect impacts
from the rule.

EPA made the following assumptions in assessing the influences identified in Step 1 with

respect to these three time periods:

The main influences resuiting from the rule are considered in this analysis. EPA
believes that a number of less significant factors may affect CAMU use. These
factors, however, are not addressed in this bounding analysis.

Each main influence is assessed with respect to the baseline of the existing
CAMU rule as implemented currently. Thus, influences that may affect CAMU

- usage but are not attributable to the Amendments are not addressed (e.g.,

implementation of the environmental indicator goals).

The general direction of the influence, other things being equal, is taken as
determinative for its categorization. EPA recognized, however, that the actual
effect a particular influence has at any given facility will not necessarily follow
the overall direction the influence will have on the CAMU universe.

3 A potential increase in CAMU use during this period was estimated in the Economic Analysis for the

proposed rule to be 5 to 10 CAMUs over the baseline (which was six CAMUs per yearj Based on the CAMU Site
Background Document data showing nine CAMUs approved during this period, there was in reality no increase in
CAMU use over the baseline rate of six CAMUSs per year.
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Step 3:

the three time periods discussed above.

-

Assess Changes to the Baseline CAMU Usage: EPA assesses these changes for

This estimated change in CAMU use from the baseline is represented as a change in the
number of CAMUS approvéed annually. EPA uses the data from the CAMU Site Background
Document to estimate an annual baseline CAMU usage of six CAMUs.* While the baseline
CAMU approval rate is not used directly in estimating the changes for a given time period, it
provides a context for what would represent a significant change in CAMU usage. See Exhibit
4-1 for a summary of changes. ‘Because EPA had no data on exactly how these influences will
affect CAMU usage, these estimates represent rough projections.

Incentives/Disincentives

Exhibit 4-1: Incremental Changes in CAMU Usage

* Grandfathering
provisions: potential
resolution of the litigation
cloud, without more
stringent treatment and
unit design requirements
‘and additional approval
process steps from the

* CAMU use uncertain
due to proximity of time
period with
grandfathering window.

* Resolution of litigation
cloud.

* Adjustment period for
process and treatment and

* Formalized approval
process and more specific
freatment and unit design
standards.

* Resolution of litigation
cloud.

* Additional approval
process time and costs,

Amendments. unit design Amendments. | and more stringent
' treatment and unit design
requirements.
Resulting Shift in CAMU | * No increase over * Direction and * Potential increase or
Use baseline of existing rule magnitude of potential decrease of five CAMUs
according to CAMU Site change highly uncertain. | per year from baseline of
Background Document. existing rule.
Note:

I EPA assesses the actual increase in CAMU use during this period in the reviéw of existing CAMUSs conducted

for the final rule CAMU Site Background Document.

* Grandfathering Window: During this time, EPA believed that CAMU use would
increase overthe baseline due to facilities taking advantage of the grandfathering provisions in

—

4 Of the six CAMUS approved annually in the baseline, the data show that one is a treatment and/or
storage only CAMU, as discussed in Chapter 2. However, this analysis does not address distinctions in permanent
and treatment and/or storage only CAMUSs. Therefore, for purposes this analysis all six are assumed to-be
permanent. Please see Chapter 2 of this report for details on the calculation of annual baseline CAMU usage.
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the rule. Some state and Regional experts contacted for the analysis in Chapter 2 expected
increased interest in CAMUS s during the grandfathering period. However, the Regions have
identified only nine CAMUs that are approved or will be approved within this window. Nine
CAMUs approved over a period of a year-and-a-half represents no change in CAMU use over the
projected baseline of six CAMU approvals per year. ‘

Early After Promulgation: EPA believes that the factors influencing potential changes in
CAMU usage during this period are highly uncertain. Many site owner/operators may still be
assessing the stability of the legal situation around CAMUs, comparing the new requirements to
other options, and waiting to see how EPA Regions and states will exercise the-adjustment
factors. This gradual process may not be completed during this time period. Beside the factors
identified above, EPA expected a reduction in CAMU usage due to the proximity of this period
with the anticipated increase in CAMUS for the grandfathering window. This expected increase
in CAMUs, however, did not occur. In general, these factors aretoo uncertain to be the basis for
a projection of the direction or magnitude of changes in CAMU use.

Post-Promul gation Equilibrium: The direction of change in CAMU use during this
period depends upon three factors: : : ‘

. First, the resolution of the litigation should increase CAMU use, assuniing, for
purposes of this analysis, that the viability of the amended rule is clear.

. Second, the implementation of a more formalized approval process inay also

encourage CAMU use; yet, the increased time and costs of this process may
discourage CAMU use..
. _Third, the implementation of more speciﬁc treatment and design standards

reduces the uncertainty about CAMU approval and thereby increase CAMU use.
At the same time, these standards are more stringent than the existing rule and,
therefore, may reduce CAMU use. Chapter 3, however, projects that the
increased costs due to the new treatment and design standards will affect only a
very small number of CAMUs. :

For these reasons, EPA provides a range of estimates presenting the impacts that may result in
the case of either scenario. EPA estimates a potential increase of five CAMUs per year.or a
potential decrease of five CAMUSs per year against the baseline.

4.2  Cost Impacts from These Changes
Having assessed the changes in CAMU usage that may result from the rule, EPA

quantifies the potential cost impactsor these changes. The cost savings from these changes are
estimated using results from the 1993 CAMU RIA (see pages 3-9 of that report”). The RIA

* See footnote 1 in this Chapter.
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analysis, prepared in support of the CAMU rule, estimated the cost savings at a random stratified

sample of corrective action sites based on expert panel assessments of the costs for remediation

with and without CAMUs. These figures were extrapolated to determine the national cost

impacts for the CAMU rule. The RIA presented an annual average cost savings per CAMU of

$0.5 million to $0.8 million per facility in 1992 dollars (changing the figures to 2001 dollars
yields an annual cost savings per CAMU ranging from $0.6 million to $0.9 million).

This range is used for purposes of this analysis to estimate order-of-magnitude cost
impacts resulting from the changes in CAMU usage due to the rule. The annual cost savings per
CAMU figure presented in the 1993 RIA provided the only readily available data from which to-
. quantify the impacts of a shift from remediation without a CAMU to use of a CAMU. The
Agency, however, believes that this cost savings estimate could significantly overestimate actual
- savings due to the assumptions employed in the 1993 RIA regarding excavation and combustion
of cleanup wastes. (The 1993 CAMU RIA is available in the docket for this rulemaking.)

Within each of the three time periods examined, a facility could shift either from not
using a CAMU (baseline) to using a CAMU (post-regulatory), or using a CAMU (baseline) to
not using a CAMU (post-regulation). In the case that a facility did not use a CAMU, arange of
possible alternatives could be considered. For purposes of this analysis, the Agency brackets this
range between “leaving waste in place” and “performing full remediation without a CAMU.” As
stated above, EPA employs the cost savings estimate from the 1993 RIA to model the cost
savings for a shift from performing full remediation without a CAMU (baseline) to using a
CAMU (post-regulatory). ‘EPA does not possess data on either the possibility of a shift from
leaving waste in place (baseline) to using a CAMU in remediation (post-regulatory) or the cost
impacts associated with such a shift. Finally, EPA does not believe as a general rule that it is
likely that the types of facilities currently using CAMUs will shift away from CAMU use as a
result of the rule. The estimated per CAMU cost increases resulting from the rule are not
anticipated to be significant enough to make use of a CAMU less beneficial than the next best
alternative. However, in the Post-Promulgation Equilibrium period, EPA models the case of a
shift from CAMU use (baseline) to full remediation without a CAMU (post-regulatory). While
the Agency does not expect such.a change, it is modeled below for illustrative purposes. The
impacts from the changes in CAMU usage for the three time periods are assessed below
according to these categories of change identified and discussed above (see Exhibit 4-2).
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Exhibit 4-2: Incremental Change in CAMU Usage

-

Baseline: Full remediation (no | No Change in CAMU Change highly =~ | Potential for five facilities
CAMU) o Use Found Based on uncertain R estimated (annual savings
I ‘ , Data in CAMU Site ‘ N of $0.6 million to $0.9
Post-Regulatory: CAMU | Background Document : | million per facility)
Baseline: Leave wastes: No Change in CAMU 4§ Change highly | Potential for five facilities
|| untouched (no CAMU). ‘Use Found Based on uncertain C estimated (no cost
. Data.in CAMU Site ‘ information available)
Post-Regulatory: CAMU +| Background Document
Baseline: CAMU No Change Estimated Change highly Potential for five facilities |
o . | uncertain estimated (annual cost of
Post-Regulatory: Full $0.6 million to $0.9
remediation (no CAMU) ( ' ' million per facility)
Baseline: CAMU No Change Estimated = | Change highly - { Potential for five facilities
uncertain estimated (no cost
Post-Regulatory: Leave ’ ‘ information avaifable)
wastes untouched (no CAMU) | ‘ o )
Note:

1 EPA assesses the actual increase in CAMU use during this period in the review of existing CAMUs conducted
for the final rule CAMU Site Background Document.

Grandfathering Window: For this time period, no additional costs or savings are
estimated.

Early After Promulgation: For this time period, the changes are too uncertain to project. -

Post-Promulgation Equilibrium: For this time period, the cost savings associated with a
potential increase or decrease in CAMU usageof five CAMUSs per year are estimated as:

5 CAMU per year x $0.6 to $0.9 million per year per CAMU = $3.0 to $4.5 million per year

This estimate, ranging from a positive cost of $4.5 million per year to a savings of $4.5
million per year, is rough. While it-is-possible that the facilities that shift to or from CAMU
usage under this scenario would be those that left waste untouched, cost figures on this shift are
not available. The main competing influences in this time period are the removal of the
uncertainty surrounding the litigation of the CAMU rule (assumed for purposes of this analysis)
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and the potential dampening effect of the increased costs of the formalized approval process and
treatment/unit design standards.

For illustrative purposes only, EPA estimates the total annual impacts of the ruie,
combining the estimates from a potential change in CAMU use with the estimates developed for
the approval process changes (Chapter 2) and the treatment and unit design requirements
(Chapter 3). The Agency develops an upper bound estimate by adding the high-end cost
associated with a potential change in CAMU usage, $4.5 million per year, to the high-end of the

~ total costs for the approval process ($242,400 per year) and treatment and unit design

requirements ($210,000 per year). This summation yields an upper bound cost for the rule of
$5.0 million per year. EPA develops a lower bound estimate of savings by adding the low-end
impact associated with a potential change in CAMU usage, $4.5 million per year in savings, to

‘the low-end of the total positive costs for the approval process ($77,200 per year) and treatment

and unit design requirements ($140,000 per year). This summation yields a savings for the rule
of approximately $4.3 million. Therefore, the bounding analysis provides a range from
approximately $4.3 million in savings per year to $5.0 million in costs per year. This range of
estimates for the bounding analysis is shown by year for the scope of the analysis in Exhibit 4-3.

‘ Exhlblt 4-3: Total Impacts For the Rule Including Changes in the Number of
CAMUs Per Year: A Bounding Analysis
(in millions of dollars)

Impacts from CAMU No Too $4.3 $4.3 $43 $4.3
Usage Changes change uncertain to | savings - savings - savings - savings -
(lllustrative in Nature) | estimated | estimate $5.0 cost $5.0 cost $5.0 cost $5.0 cost

The question may be raised as to how this cost savings for increased CAMU usage in the
bounding analysis compares with the $1 to $2 billion annual savings in the 1993 CAMU RIA.

-The 1993 RIA baseline represented facilities performing remediation under the corrective action

requirements, generally excavating wastes and treating them in compliance with the LDRs via
combustion technologies. Given the resulting high costs for such baseline remedial approaches,
EPA presumed that the relief provided by the original CAMU regulation was widely applied-in
the post-regulatory case. Therefore, EPA estimated significant CAMU usage. The baseline for
the CAMU Amendments was described by the historical data EPA obtained on those facilities
that have approved CAMUSs since the 1993 rule. The projections of the potential change in
CAMU usage resulting from the Amendments roughly reflect these baseline CAMU usage
figures. Therefore, the increase in CAMU usage that EPA projects in the post-regulatory case in
the bounding analysis for the rule is low relative to the usage projected by the 1993 RIA.

As discussed in Section 4.1.2, EPA belie\}es the difference in projected CAMU usage
from the 1993 RIA and the actual usage seen in the CAMU Site Background Document to be
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attributable to four factors. The “litigation cloud” effect is just one of these four factors.
Therefore, EPA does not anticipate that the potential resolution of this litigation uncertainty
through the rule will result in thessignificant CAMU usage estimated in the 1993 RIA.
Furthermore, the increased CAMU usage estimated in the bounding analysis above is not
intended to serve as an update to the 1993 RIA projections. Rather, due to the complexity
involved in estimating CAMU usage in the post-regulatory case for the rule, EPA makes the
above estimates for illustrative purposes only; they do not represent a definitive statement of the
expected savings from the rule.

. Limitations of the Analysis of Changes in CAMU Use

The analysis above provides order-of-magnitude estimates of the potential incremental
changes in CAMU usage that EPA anticipates will result from the Amendments. This analysis is
subject to a number of major uncertainties.

In this analysis, EPA projects changes in CAMU usage by using professional judgment
based on the CAMU usage figure calculated for the baseline. These figures are very uncertain
and should be considered illustrative in nature. The influences that EPA analyzes are limited to
those known to exist as a result of the rule. The interactions between these influencing factors
are not fully understood. Therefore, the resulting estimates in changes in CAMU usage are very
-uncertain. Finally, the estimates of cost impacts rely on two representative cases, “leaving waste
in place” and “full remediation without a CAMU.” These two casés provide a framework for
assessing costs and cost savings. However, the figures that EPA uses to estimate impacts, which
are taken from the 1993 CAMU RIA, are based largely on a full remediation scenario that
includes significant incineration of wastes. Such a scenario is highly unlikely.

Several commenters stated that the “onerous” approval process and the “excessively
stringent” treatment standards established in the Amendments would result in decreased use of
CAMUs. In fact, a few commenters believed that the Amendments would result in facilities
choosing to cap-in-place rather than selecting more environmentally protective options. EPA’s
analysis of the approval process and treatment requirements suggests that these provisions will
result in moderate cost increases over the existing rule to facilities employing a CAMU.
However, EPA’s analysis does not suggest that the Final Amendments will result in significant
changes to CAMU usage, but rather would allow almost all the CAMUS approved under the
existing CAMU rule to be approved without changes under the CAMU Amendments.
Furthermore, EPA believes that the cost increases anticipated under the Final Amendments are
reflective of the balance sought by the Agency in providing a clearer national minimum standard
for CAMUs while maintaining the CAMU rule’s incentives for environmental protective
remediation. Additionally, one of the Agency’s chief motives in entering into the settlement
agreement was the resolution of the CAMU legal challenge which had deterred the use of
CAMUs in cleanup decisions. As diSCussed above, the Agency is unclear as to the long-term
result of the Amendments in effecting CAMU usage. /
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Chapter 5: Total Impacts

This Chapter assesses the total impacts of the Amendments to the CAMU rule. It draws
from Chapter 2 on the incremental costs of CAMU approval, Chapter 3 on the impacts of the
treatment and unit design standards and the treatment and/or storage only provisions, and
Chapter 4 on the incremental change in CAMU use. In addition, it includes a brief qualitative
discussion of the impacts from allowing CAMU-eligible wastes to be disposed in off-site
hazardous waste landfills. The total impacts for the rule and the context of these impacts are
presented in the followmg SCCthHS :

5.1  Total Impacts of the CAMU Amendments
5.2  Estimated Impacts from Changes in CAMU Use
What are the Main Fi indings of this Chapter?

. The total impacts for the rule are estimated to range from 3217,000 per year to
$452,000 per year (see Exhibit 5-1).

- A potential change in CAMU use resulting from the rule could have impacts
ranging from a savings of $4.3 million per year to a cost of $5.0 million per year

- (see Exhibit 5-2). These order-of-magnitude bounding analysis estimates are for .

illustrative purposes only and should not be reported as the total impacts
estimated for the rule.

51  Total Impacts of the CAMU Amendments

EPA estimates the total impacts of the Amendments by adding the incremental costs of
CAMU approval and the incremental impacts of the treatment and unit design standards. The
Final Amendments include a provision which allows for alternatives to the TCLP to measure
treatment effectiveness for metal bearing wastes. Additionally, the Amendments allow for
physical treatment (such as blending, mixing, and sizing) to occur in staging piles. The Agency
has added these two provisions since publication of the proposed rule. However, this analysis
does not address any potential impacts which may result from these two changes, as they are
believed to be minimal.

Impacts of the CAMU Approval Process

In Chapter 2, EPA estimates the incremental impacts associated with the changes to the
CAMU approval process. The Amendments formalize the CAMU approval process and may
increase the level of burden associated with approval. EPA obtained expert estimates regarding
these incremental changes in approval costs.
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These total incremental costs are estimated to be: '
Low-End = 1,084 hours per year X $71 24 per hour labor rate = $77,224 per year
High-End = 2,620 hours per year. X $92 52 per hour labor rate = $242.402 per year

This estimated annual incremental cost, ranging between approximately $77,000 and
$242,000 per year, results primarily from four parts of the amended approval process:

. The information submittal requirements established to ensure that remediation
wastes managed in a CAMU are “CAMU-eligible wastes,”

. The identification of principal hazardous constituents (PHC:s) in the waste,

. The use of the adjustment factors (partlcularly adjustment factor E) regarding the
treatment requirements, and ‘

. The liner and cap standards.
This range represents the incremental impacts annually experienced as a result of the

Amendments, assuming that six CAMUSs are approved per year. If that rate of CAMU approvals
changed in a given year, the annual impacts for that year would change accordingly. Dividing by

~ six (the number of CAMUs approved per year in the baseline) renders an estimate of the

incremental impact per CAMU] this estimate ranges between approximately $12,9OO and
$40,400 per CAMU.

Impacts from the Treatment and Unit Design Standards for Permanent CAMUs and from
the Treatment and/or Storage Only CAMU Provisions

EPA estimates the incremental impacts associated with the amended treatment and unit
design standards by comparing baseline practices to the requirements in the final rule. For the
existing CAMUSs for which the treatment and unit design used under the 1993 regulations
appeared inconsistent with the Amendments, EPA estimates the total incremental costs required
to make the CAMU consistent with the Amendments. EPA performs this work separately for
permanent CAMUs s and for treatment and/or storage only CAMUs. EPA totals the estimates
from each CAMU and considers this sum in calculating the total impacts attributable to the
amended standards.

Three of the 39 existing permanent CAMUs were identified as being potentially
inconsistent with the amended. unit design requirements. Two of these CAMUs likely would
require additional cap design featureésand one likely would require a liner. The total cost of
bringing these three CAMUSs into consistency with the Amendments is estimated to range
between $1,088,000 and $1,649,000. The average incremental cost associated with the treatment
and unit design requirements is estimated to range between approximately $28,000 and $42,000
per permanent CAMU when averaged across all 39 existing permanent CAMUs. Applying the
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average incremental cost per permanent CAMU to the five permanent CAMUs expected to be
approved'per year in the future results in a cost of $140,000 to $210,000 per year.

EPA identified all of the treatment and/or storage only CAMUs approved under the
existing rule as being consistent with the unit design requirements in the Amendments.
Therefore, the total cost impacts associated with the treatment and unit design requirements for
permanent CAMU s and for treatment and/or storage only CAMUs are estimated to range
between $140,000 to $210,000 per year : :

EPA believes that there may be minor costs not fully accounted for in this analysis in the
actual implementation of the Amendments. For example, the Amendmetits may result in
additional lab costs for testing PHCs or operating treatment technologies for a longer period of
time to lower the levels reached for PHCs at a-given site. Similarly, many of the CAMU
remedies in the baseline include treatment of hot spots off-site; this practice may be used at
additional facilities in cases where small volumes of waste are designated as PHCs. However,
overall, EPA believes that the major incremental costs associated with these requirements are
captured in the above analysis.

Qualitative Discussion of ]mpaéts Jrom Allowing CAMU-Eligible Wastes to be Disposed
at Off-Site Hazardous Waste Landfills

EPA qualitatively examined the potential impacts of allowing CAMU-eligible wastes to
be disposed of at off-site hazardous waste landfills, under certain conditions, without meeting the
land disposal restrictions.! Despite the existence of various alternatives to full Subtitle C
management of cleanup wastes under the baseline requirements (e.g., treatability variances),
facilities are still likely in certain cases to reduce the scope of their remedial efforts (or not
conduct cleanup at all) because of Subtitle C requirements. Under the baseline conditions,
facilities that send hazardous remediation waste off-site for disposal would typically incur
significant costs to meet the requirements of the land disposal restrictions. Under the Final
Amendments, however, these facilities have the option of treating CAMU-eligible waste to the
national minimum treatment standards (or applying adjusted factors) and sending the waste off-
site for disposal in a hazardous waste landfill. Under certain conditions, this provision is
expected to provide facilities with enough of an incentive to clean up that they will increase their
_remedial efforts over what they would have pursued under baseline conditions. For these
facilities, increasing the amount of cleanup may actually increase costs. These costs, however,
would be borne voluntarily and therefore reflect (in the facility owner’s view) an overall gain for
the facility.

- ——

! The off-site disposal provision was proposed separately from the August 2000 CAMU Amendments, in a
supplemental proposal on November 20, 2001 (66 FR 58085). This supplemental proposal received
overwhelmingly favorable comments and is included in the CAMU Amendments Final Rule. For more details see
the preamble to the final rule.
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Thus, EPA believes that the off-site provision in the Final Amendments will result in an
overall reduction of costs to facilities through a reduction in treatment requirements when
cleanup waste is sent off-site fordisposal in hazardous waste landfills.

Total Annual Incremental ]mpaéts

Exhibit 5-1 presents the estimated total impacts of the rule on an annual basis. EPA

estimates the impacts as the sum of the incremental approval costs and the incremental treatment
and unit design costs.

Exhibit 5-1: Total Annual Impacts (Assuming 6 CAMUs Approved per Year)
(in thousands of dollars)

=

$77-$242 | $77-$242 | $77-$242 | $77-$242 | $77-$242

1. CAMU Approval
Process Impacts

-

2. Treatment and Unit | No Costs $140 - $210 | $140 - %210 § $140-$210 | $140- $210 { $140- $210
Design Requirements ] ‘

No Costs

TOTAL IMPACTS No Costs $217-$452 | $217-$452 | $217-$452 | $217 - $452 | $217 - $452

The analysis estimates the impacts from the grandfathering window to five years
following the effective date of the rul¢ (2001 to 2006). As discussed above, the impacts for the
treatment and unit design standards are the costs associated with three of 39 existing CAMUs
that may need to meet additional unit design criteria to comply with the Amendments. EPA
determines the total impacts to range from $217,000 per year to $452,000 per year. The
limitations associated with theSe estimates are discussed in Chapters 2'and 3.

5.2 Estlmated Impacts from Changes in CAMU Use

In Chapter 4, EPA assesses the potential change in CAMU use as a result of the rule.
This change is estimated by examining the main influences tending to increase and/or decrease
- CAMU use across three different time periods associated with the rule. These time peuods and
the assoc1ated impacts are as follows:

Grandfathering Window

. Began with publication of the proposed grandfathering provision and ends with
the effective date of the final Amendments, approximately 1-1/2 years in length,
from August 2000 through December 2001.

. EPA found no significant evidence of an increase in CAMU use in this period
compared to annual CAMU use under the 1993 rule.
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Earlv After Promulgatzon

. Begins on the effective date of the rule and ends one year after the effective date
and generally represents an adjustment period for implementation of the rule.
. EPA believes that the factors influencing potential changes in CAMU use are too

uncertain to proj ect the change in the number of CAMUSs approved per year.

. Post-Promulgation EgLuzl ibrium ‘ : ‘
. Begins one year after the effectlve date of the rule and ends approx1mate1y five
years after the effective date of the rule, during which time the Agency believes
-~ there will be approximate equlh]arlum with respect to the influences from the rule
on CAMU use. The five-year duration represents a reasonable time period for
which the Agency intends to project impacts from the rule.
. «‘EPA projected a potential increase-or a potential decrease of five CAMUSs per
' year. This range reflects the uncertainty regarding the relative importance of the
~ various factors affecting changes it CAMU use: This incremental change results
in cost impacts varymg from a savmgs of $4.5 mllhon per year to-a cost of $4.5
* rmlhon per year : : :

For illustrative purposes only, EPA estimates the total annual impacts of the rule;
combining the bounding analysis estimates with the estimates developed for the approval process
changes and the treatment and unit design requirements. -The Agency develops an upper bound
* estimate by adding the high-end cost associated with a potential change in CAMU usage, $4.5
million per year, to the high-end of the total costs for the approval process ($242,000 per year)
and treatment and unit design requirements ($210,000 per year). This summation yields an upper
bound cost of approximately $5.0 million per year. EPA"develops a lower bound estimate of
savings by adding the low-end impact associated with a potential change in CAMU usage, $4.5
million per year in savings, to the low-end of the total positive costs for the approval process
(877,000 per year) and treatment and unit design requirements ($140,000 per year). This
summation yields a savings of approximately $4.3 million. Therefore, the bounding analysis
provides a range from approximately $4.3 million in savings per year to $5.0 million in costs per
year. (See Exhibit 5-2.) The likely limitations associated with these estimates are discussed in
Chapter 4. ' : ’

2 See Section 4.2 of this Economic Analysis for a complete discussion of these cost impacts.
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Exhi[;it 5-2: Potential Change in the Number of CAMUs Employed Per Year: A Bounding Analysis
(in thousands of dollars) )

Impacts from CAMU No Too $4,300 $4,300 $4,300 $4,300
Usage Changes ‘change uncertain savings to savings to savings to savings to
|| (liustrative in Nature) estimated { to estimate | $5,000 cost | $5,000 cost | $5,000 cost | $5,000 cost

'

The question may be raised as to how this cost\,\saviﬁgs for increased CAMU usage in the
bounding analysis compares with the $1 to $2 billion annual savings in the 1993 CAMU
Regulatory Impact Analysis (RIA). The 1993 RIA baseline represented facilities performing

. remediation under the corrective action requirements, generally excavating wastes and treating

them in compliance with the land disposal restrictions (LDRs) via combustion technologies.
Given the resulting high costs for such baseline remedial approaches, EPA presumed that the
relief provided by the original CAMU regulation was widely applied in the post-regulatory case.
Therefore, EPA estimated significant CAMU usage. The baseline for the CAMU Amendments
was described by the historical data EPA obtained on those facilities that have approved CAMUs
since the 1993 rule. EPA drew the baseline for the analysis of the Amendments from the .
historical data on facilities that have approved CAMUS (or are near approval) over the past eight
years (see the CAMU Site Background Document in the docket for this rulemaking). EPA
projections of the potential change in CAMU use resulting from the Amendments are based
roughly on these baseline CAMU use figures. Therefore, the increase in CAMU use projected in
the post-regulatory case in the bounding analysis for the rule is relatively low.

" EPA believes the-difference in projected CAMU usage from the 1993 RIA and the actual
usage seen in the CAMU Site Background Document to be attributable to four factors. The
“litigation cloud” effect is just-one of these four factors. Therefore, EPA does not anticipate that
the potential resolution of this litigation uncertainty through the rule will result in the significant
CAMU usage estimated in the 1993 RIA. Furthermore, the increased CAMU usage estimated in
the above bounding analysis is not intended to serve as an update to the 1993 RIA projections.
Rather, due to the complexity involved in estimating CAMU usage in the post-regulatory case
for the rule, EPA makes the above estimates for illustrative purposes only; they do not represent
a definitive statement of the expected savings from the rule.
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Chapter 6: Administrative Requirements

-

This Chapter discusses the administrative and regulatory requirements that must be
addressed in support of a final notice of rulemaking. The Chapter has the following sections:

- 6.1 Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA) as Amended by the Small Business Regulatory
" Enforcement Fairness Act (SBREFA)

6.2  Paperwork Reduction Act
63  Unfunded Mandates Reform Act
6.4  National Technology Transfer and Ads/ancement Act

6.5 Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments (Executive Order
13175)

6.6 Protectlon of Children from Environmental Health RlSkS and Safety Risks
(Executive Order 13045) ‘

6.7 Federalism (Executive Order 13132)

6.8  Environmental Justice (Executive Order 12898)
67.9 Congressional Review Act

6.10  Energy Effects (Executive Order 13211)

- Executive Order 12866 on Planning and Regulatory Review is addressed in the earlier
Chapters of this Economic Analysis. The previous Chapters of this document provide important
background for understanding the analyses presented in this Chapter.

What are the Main F. indings from this Chapter?

EPA performs two screening analyses for SBREFA to assess the potential small entity
impacts from the rule. EPA uses data on existing CAMUs to assess potential impacts on small
entities that may use CAMUs in the future. The results from these two screening analyses are
. shown below.

Screening Analysis of Impacts on Small Entities: Of the 47 facilities currently using

CAMUs, EPA found data to determine the small entity status for all but seven facilities.
Of the 40 facilities for which size was determined, only three are small entities. Using
the Sales Test, the three small entities using CAMUs would have incurred impacts
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ranging from 0.01 to 0.32 percent of net sales lf they had applied for their CAMU after
the provisions are amended.

Screening Analysis of Significant Impact for Facilities for Which the Size Status was
Undetermined: For the seven facilities for which size status cannot be determined, EPA

. performed a significant impact screen. EPA found sufficient data for five of these

facilities to determine impacts through use of the Sales Test. The impacts range from less
than 0.01 to 0.07 percent. EPA does not include two facilities in this screen due to lack
of available data; however, these facilities would be unlikely to incur signifi cant impacts
as a result of the rule. ‘

‘ Based on these screening analyses, EPA believes that the CAMU Amendments will not
have a significant impact on a substantial number of small entities. The analyses conducted -
pursuant to the other administrative regulatory requirements are discussed in Sections 6.2 to 6.8.

6.1 Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA) as Amended by the Small Busmess Regulatory
Enforcement Fairness Act (SBREFA)

In this sectlon, EPA assesses the potential impacts on small entities resulting from the
CAMU Amendments. - For the proposed rule, EPA analyzed the potential impacts on small
entities for the 39 CAMU s approved at that point in time. As discussed in Chapter 2, EPA has
updated the number of existing CAMUSs through reviews performed. by the states and Regions.
This analysis, therefore, updates the analysis performed for the proposed rule by assessing the
potential for impacts to small entities for the nine newly identified CAMUs, and by making other
minor adjustments to the CAMUs identified in the proposed rule analysis. EPA received no
comments on this analysis, and there is no change to the conclusion reached in the proposed rule
analysis that this action will not have a 51gn1ﬁcant economic impact on a substantial number of
small entities.

The following two sections address the methodology EPA uses to assess small entity
impacts and the estimated small entity impacts. They describe the two screening analyses
performed by the Agency and present the results for each.

6.1.1 Methodology to Assess Small Entity Impacts

The RFA generally requires an agency to prepare a regulatory flexibility analysis of any
rule subject to notice and comment rulemaking requirements under the Administrative Procedure
Act or any other statute unless the agency certifies that the rule will not have a significant
economic impact on a substantial number of small entities.’

For purposes of assessing théimpacts of the CAMU Amendments on small entities, a
small entity is defined as: (1) a small business that meets the RFA default definitions for small
business (based on SBA size standards found at www.sbaonline.sba.gov/size); (2) a small

. governmental jurisdiction that is a government of a city, county, town, school district, or special
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district with a population of less than 50,000; and (3) a small organization that is a not-for-profit
enterprise€ that is independently owned and operated and is not dominant in its field.

This analysis employs data on the owner/operators of the existing CAMUs identified in
the CAMU Site Background Document to assess the potential on small entity impacts resulting
from the Amendments. The Agency performs two screening analyses to assess the potential for a
significant impact on a substantial number of small entities and thus the need for development of
a Small Business Advocacy Review Panel. First, the Agency determines whether any small
entities are likely to be significantly affected by the incremental impacts resulting from the
amended rule. Second, for those CAMU facility owner/operators for which the size status cannot
be determined, the Agency performs a significant impact screen using the Sales Test (i.e., the
ratio of incremental costs to net sales for a firm). The results from each screening analysis do not
vary substantively from the analyses presented in the proposed rule.:

All of the owner/operators of existing CAMUS are businesses. None of them are small
non-profit organizations or small governmental jurisdictions and, therefore, these types of .
entities are not anticipated to incur any impacts from the rule. This analysis, therefore, focuses
only on small businesses as small entities. If it is found that there are small entities affected, that
they are significantly economically affected, and that a substantial number of small entities are so
affected, a full regulatory flexibility analysis must be prepared.

Framework for the Analysis

The Agency faced two important questions in developing the framework for analyzing
small entity impacts. The first was how to define the universe of facilities affected by the
amended rule. The second was how to assess the incremental changes in CAMUSs under the
baseline and post-regulatory scenarios. ‘

The universe of facilities that potentially could employ a CAMU in remediation and thus
could be affected by the amended rule includes facilities performing cleanups under RCRA
corrective action, Superfund, and state cleanup authorities. Over 6,000 facilities, excluding
Superfund sites, can be potentially reached through RCRA corrective action authority. To
attempt to determine the portion of these facilities that will require cleanup at some point in the
future and would employ a CAMU or would have used a CAMU but for the Amendments would
require significant effort and yield highly uncertain results. Thus, EPA considered using the

analysis in the 1993 CAMU Regulatory Impact Analysis (RIA). However, as described earlier in
 this Economic Analysis, EPA believes that its projections of future CAMU use are unrealistically
high. In addition, the 1993 RIA did not analyze small entity impacts, in part because the rule
reduced rather than increased costs.

For these reasons, EPA assurmres that the owner/operators of these 47 CAMUs were
reasonably representative of owner/operators of expected future CAMUSs. This assumption rests
on the completeness of the data in the CAMU Site Background Document. This document
contains information from all the CAMUs approved to date (or, for a few sites, nearly approved),
and therefore provides a sound basis for understanding how the CAMU rule has been
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implemented. For purposes of this analysis, the Agency assumes there would be no new
regulations or policy initiatives that affect CAMU usage in the future.

These historical data also help identify the differences in CAMUSs approved under the
existing rule (baseline case)as compared to CAMU s to be approved under the amended
provisions (post-regulatory case).  As discussed.in more detail in Chapter 3, the Agency uses the
information on the 47 existing CAMU remedies to assess consistency with the amended rule, and
thus estimate the impacts of these Amendments. This assessment involves a facility-by-facility
comparison of the CAMU remedy under the existing rule (baseline case) with the treatment and
unit design requirements in the Amendments (post-regulatory case). In such an approach, the

- Agercy again assumes that these historical data are reasonably representative of future CAMU
remedies. ; ' o

- Therefore, the analysis of the small entity impacts anticipated to result from the amended
rule rests on an assessment of facilities with existing CAMUSs, not on an analysis of facilities that
will actually use CAMUs in the future or on an analysis of the type of CAMUs likely to be used
in the future. As stated earlier, the Agency believes that this rule will not significantly affect the
nature of CAMUs or the types of facilities employing CAMUSs. Thus, the Agency believes the
analysis of future small entity impacts based on historical CAMU usage is reasonable.

Screening Analysis of Impacts on Small Entities

In this section, EPA examines the small entity status of facilities employing CAMUs
under the existing rule. This section discusses (1) EPA’s determination of small entity status for
facilities using CAMUSs and (2) EPA’s assessment of the impacts on these small entities.

Step 1: Determine Small Entity Status of Facilities Using CAMUs: EPA collected data
on the employee size and net sales for the parent company of the 47 facilities
employing CAMUs in the baseline. Using these data, EPA determined, according
to the SBA size standards, whether any of the facilities were small entities.

This analysis follows EPA’s Revised Interim Guidance for EPA Rulewriters (March 29, 1999),
which indicates that the SBA definition of a small business applies to a firm’s parent company
and all affiliates as a single entity.

One minor change in this analysis from the analysis for the proposed rule is the updating
of industry codes. On October 1, 2000, the new SBA size standards for small businesses based
on the North American Industry Classification System (NAICS) took effect (65 FR 30836, May

15, 2000). NAICS codes replaced the previous size standards established under the Standard
Industrial Classification (SIC) system. EPA identified primary NAICS codes of the parent
company (and all its subsidiaries) forall CAMUs newly identified since the proposed rule and to
the extent possible for previously identified CAMUSs that are affiliated with major corporations.
The Agency relied on older SIC codes and SBA’s year 2000 size classifications where NAICS

* codes were unavailable. The conversion to the new ¢lassification system had no substantive

impact on the conclusions of the Agency's small entity impact analysis.
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, EPA obtained the information necessary to assess the size of the companies with facilities
employing CAMUs from the following sources:
. Industrial codes of the parent company were obtained through Ward's Business
Directory of U.S. Private and Public Companies, 2001, supplemented by the
Envirofacts website (www.epa.gov/enviro/html/multisystem_query java.html).

. SBA size standards are codified at 13 CFR 121.201 and were obtained from the
SBA website (www.sba.gov/library/lawroom.html). The SBA size standards,
which are reissued annually, were delineated previously by SIC code and now by
NAICS code. All four-digit industry codes found in this report refer to SIC codes
and all six-digit codes refer to NAICS codes. For one company, only the general
three-digit NAICS code primary industry category was available. However, the
size standard is uniform for all industries that compose that three-digit code.

. Employee size and net sales figures for the facilities were obtained through
various websites, chiefly Dun & Bradstreet data and the Securities & Exchange
- Commission’s EDGAR Database of Corporate Information
- (www.sec.gov/edgarhp.htm) and Hoovers (www.hoovers.com). EPA obtamed
figures for the most current years available.

. Data also were obtained or verified from the Right-to-Know Network site
(www.rtk.net). ‘

' Small entity information obtai_ned for the corporate parent owners of the 47 facilities
using CAMUs under the existing rule revealed the following:

. 37 facilities are not small entities;

. 3 are designated as small entities (General Timber in Sanford, NC, Saxon Metals
Company in Whiting, IN, and Synalloy Corporation in Spartanburg, SC), of
which one (General T1mber) is the owner of a treatment and/or storage only
CAMU; and

. 7 facilities have an unknown small entity status because the relevant data
regarding number of employees and annual net sales were not available.

The 37 facilities determined not to be small entities are not used further in the small
entity impact analysis. The impacts for the seven facilities with an unknown small entity status
are addressed separately in the second screening analysis discussed later. The impacts on the
three facilities determined to be _Emati"entities are discussed in Step 2, below.

Step 2: " Assess Impacts on Facilities [dentified as Small Entities: EPA uses annual net
sales data and the annualized incremental compliance costs calculated in Chapters
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2 and 3 for each individual firm to determine the significance of the impacts on
small entities through the “Sales Test.”

General Timber is a wood treating site that uses a treatment and/or storage only CAMU
to biotreat contaminated soils. The only costs attributable to the facility as a result of this rule
are those incremental costs associated with the CAMU approval process. For treatment and/or
storage only CAMUS, these costs are estimated to be approximately $2,400 to $4,600 ($230 to
$440 annualized at seven percent over 20 years). Their significance, with respect to General
Timber’s annual net sales, is estimated using the Sales Test to be between 0.01 and 0.02 percent.
EPA concludes that small businesses similar to this one are unlikely to be significantly affected
by the Amendments. ‘

Blackman Uhler Chemical Company, a subsidiary of Synalloy Corporation, has a
permanent CAMU for disposal of wastewater treatment sludge and underlying contaminated
soils that will be excavated from six former wastewater treatment lagoons that have been
designated Solid Waste Management Units. The annualized incremental approval costs from the
amended rule are estimated as $1,400 to $4,500. In addition, Blackman Uhler may potentially be
required to add a liner to comply with the amended treatment and unit design standards, as
discussed in Chapter 3, at an annualized cost of $61,000 to $114,000. The total incremental
compliance costs, therefore are expected to be $62,400 to $119,500. Their significance, with
respect to the annual net sales of the corporate parent, Synalloy Corporation, is estimated to be
between 0.05 and 0.10 percent. Given this Sales Test ratio, EPA concludes that small businesses
similar to this one are unlikely to be significantly affected by the Amendments.

Saxon Metals Company (formerly Federated Metals) has a permanent CAMU to dispose
of untreated remediation waste and thereby help to eliminate significant exposures that pose
threats to human health and the environment, to clean up contaminated soils to levels consistent
with current land use, and to restore groundwater to its maximum beneficial use and eliminate
risks to human health by meeting the applicable health-based groundwater protection standards.
The annualized incremental approval costs from the Amendments are estimated as $1,400 to
$4,500. Their significance, with respect to Saxon Metals’ annual net sales, is estimated using the
Sales Test to be between 0.10 and 0.32 percent. Given this Sales Test ratio, EPA concludes that
small businesses similar to this one are unlikely to be significantly affected by the rule.

To the extent that the 40 facilities for which small business status could be determined are
representative of future CAMU users, EPA expects that no small entities will be significantly
affected economically by the Amendments.

Exhibit 6-1 displays the small entity information obtained for the corporate parent owners
of the 47 facilities employing CAMUSs under the existing rule.
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Significant Impact Screen on Facilities of Undetermined Size Status

For each of the seven factlities shown in Exhibit 6-1 for which size status cannot be

“determined, the number of employees was unavailable. Therefore, EPA focuses on receipts to
determine possible effects on small entities. EPA conducts a significant impact screen using the
data on the number of small firms and estimates receipts available on an SIC code basis. This
screen compares the receipts for an average small entity within an industry code to the estimated
annualized impact from the Amendments for the given facility in that industry code. Because the
latest available industry Census data is from 1997, before the introduction of NAICS codes, this
information 1s matched by SIC code. EPA uses the following process to estimate average
impacts on small businesses in the CAMU company’s industry.

. The receipts for an average small entity within an industry code were estimated by
using “Employer Firms, Employment and Estimated Receipts by Employment
Size of Firm, 1997” from the Office of Advocacy, Small Busmess Admmlstratlon
at www.sba.gov/ADVO/ stats/us rec97.pdf.

. For each facilityvcurrently employing a CAMU (but for which small entity status
is undetermined), EPA used the data referenced in the above bullet to obtain the
estimated receipts for the small entities in the facility’s SIC code and the number
of firms below the small entity cutoff for the SIC code. These data allow EPA to
calculate the average estimated receipts per small firm in the facility’s SIC code.

. EPA calculates the ratio between the total impacts resulﬁng to the company from
the CAMU Amendments and the average estimated receipts per firm in the
facility’s SIC code. Where the impact is estimated as a range, the upper bound of
the range is used to calculate the Sales Test ratio. '

Exhibit 6-2 shows this comparison for the seven facilities for which small entity status is
undetermined. For the five facilities for which financial data exist, the Sales Test ratios range
from less than 0.01 to 0.07 percent. Therefore, it is reasonable to conclude that there would be
no significant impacts if these facilities are average small entities in their industries.

EPA did not find data to determine the Sales Test ratio for two sites. Therefore, the
Agency is unable to verify that the average small entity operating in the industry in which both
sites fall would not incur significant impacts resulting from the amended rule. However, the
Cherokee County and the Jasper County Sites would have to have annual receipts below $2.5
million each ($25,500/1 percent) in order to reach a 1.00 percent Sales Test ratio. While such
annual receipts are not out of the realm of possibility for an individual site, most mining sites are
owned by larger corporations with numerous operations and large receipts in order to cushion
economic swings in the commodity ifidustry. This fact is evidenced, in part, by the small number
of small businesses (18) in this SIC code.

Economic Analysis of the Amendments to the CAMU Rule (Background Document)
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Exhibit 6-2: Significant Imp

(Facilities are Listed in Alphabetical Order)

act Screen for Facilities for which Small Entity Status
Could Not Be Determined

CTD001453216

Inc. (formerly Sporting
Goods Properties, Inc. and
Lake Success Business Park)
Bridgeport, Connecticut

(197 firms)

$7 million

CAMU 1 SIC Estimated Receipts Average Estimated Impacts Ratio of Impacts
Code for Small Entities in Estimated - Resulting from to Average
SIC Code Receipts per CAMU Amendments | Receipts per
(# of Small Firms in Firm . Firm
SIC Code)
Cedartown Industries 3341 $3,571 million $16 million $1,400 - $4,500 0.03 percent
Cedartown, Georgia (222 firms)
1| GAD095840674
Cherokee Co. Site 1031' .| No Data Available No data $22,400 - $25,500 Unknown
Cherokee County, Kansas (18 firms) available ~ - {($1,400 - $4,500) +
11 KS0001912104 . . $21,000]
H.IT Vine Hill Complex 1 2992 | $5,842 million $17 million $1,400 - $4,500° 0.03 percent
Martinez, California 1 (347 firms)
CAD000094771 |
Jasper Co. Site 1031¢ No Ddta Available No data $22,400 - $25,500 Unknown
1| (ak.a. Orongo-Duenweg (18 firms) available {($1.,400 - $4,500) +
Mining Belt Site) ‘ $21,000}
{] Jasper Co., Missouri
1 MOD980686281
Proteccion Tecnica 4953 $12,943 million $6 million $1,400 - $4,500 0.07 percent
| Ecologica | (2,348 firms)
(formerly Proteco &
Servicios Carbareon, Inc.)
Penuelas, Puerto Rico
PRD091018622
PSC Resources (formerly 2911 $160,443 million $1,253 million | $1,400 - $4,500 <0.01 percent
Newtown Refining Corp.) | (128 firms) : )
Palmer, Massachusetts
MAD980672208
Remington Arms Company, - | 3484 $1,326 million’ $230 - $440 0.06 percent

Note:

1 The SIC codes for Cherokee Co. Site and for Jasper Co. Site, both in Region 7 were determined by EPA based on site information; they -
are both lead and zinc mining sites and very likely fall in this SIC. The information used to classify these sites was from the Superfund

ROD Abstracts, which can be found at www.epa.gov/superfund/sites/rodsites.
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6.1.2 Estimated Small Entity Impacts

EPA has performed two screening analyses to examine firms that used CAMUSs under the
existing rule to assess the potential for small entity impacts from the amended rule on small
entities that use CAMUs in the future. These screening analyses shows the following results:

Screening Analysis of Impacts on Small Entities: Of the 47 facilities using CAMUs in
the baseline, EPA is able to determine the small entity status of all but seven facilities.
For these 40 facilities, only three are small entities. None of these small entities are
expected to incur significant impacts as a result of the Amendments were they to apply

- for approval of their CAMU after the Amendments.

Screening Analysis of Impacts for Facilities of Undetermined Size Status: For the seven
facilities for which size status could not be determined, EPA performs a significant

impact screen. Based on this analysis, five of these seven facilities, for which average
industry receipts for small businesses are available, are not expected to incur significant
impacts as a result of the rule. Data were not available for the other two facilities;
however, the Agency does not expect these facilities to incur 51gn1ﬁcant impacts as a
result of the amended rule.

Therefore, after considering the potential for economic impacts from the Amendments on
small entities, EPA certifies that the CAMU Amendments will not have a 31gn1ﬁcant CCOHOI’IHC
impact on a substant1a1 number of small entmes

Limitations of the Analyses

_There are several limitations associated with the analyses presented above. First, the
analyses are based throughout on historical CAMU usage at facilities that are not subject to the
Amendments rather than on an assessment of facilities that will use CAMUs in the post-

regulatory scenario and the type of CAMUS that will be used in the future. While this limitation
" is important, EPA believes that the assumption of representativeness between historical usage
and future use is reasonable.

Second, there are uncertainties surrounding the estimation of the compliance costs related
to the amended approval process and treatment and unit design standards. Assessment of these
costs depends on a number of factors that are discussed earlier in this report. To the degree that
these cost estimates are uncertain, the Sales Test ratios calculated for the small entity impacts
assessment also are uncertain.

6.2 Paperwork Reduction Act

The information eollecti—e‘nkrequirements in this final rule will be submitted for approval
to the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) under the Paperwork Reduction Act, 44 U.S.C.
3501 et seq. An Information Collection Request (ICR) document has been prepared by EPA
(ICR No. 1573.07) and a copy may be obtained from Sandy Farmer by mail at OP Regulatory

Economic Analysis of the Amendments fo the CAM U Rule (Background Document)
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Information Division; U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (2137); 401 M St., S.W.;
Washmgton DC 20460, by email at farmer.sandy@epamail.epa.gov, or by calling (202) 260-
2740.. A copy may also be dowroaded off the internet at http://www.epa.gov/icr. The

_requirements are not effective until OMB approves them.

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is amending the regulations for

'CAMUs under RCRA. EPA originally established regulations applicable to CAMUs at 40 CFR

Part 264, Subpart S (58 FR 8658, Feb. 16, 1993). EPA is amending these regulations to, among
other things, more speciﬁcally define the eligibility of wastes to be managed in CAMUs,
establish treatment requirements for wastes managed in CAMUs, and set technical standards for
CAMUs. Withregard to paperwork requirements, the rule adds language identifying spemﬁc
types of information that facilities must submit in order to gain CAMU approval at §
264.552(d)(1)-(3) and requires that CAMU-authorizing documents require notification for
ground water releases as necessary to protect human health and the environment at § '
264.552(e)(5). |

The general requirement for information submission, at § 264.552(d), requires the owner
or operator to submit sufficient information to enable the Regional Administrator to designate a
CAMU. EPA is modifying the existing information requirement under § 264.552(d) to include
submission of the specific information listed under final § 264.552(d)(1)-(3)). The modifications
are additions to the existing general requirement, and add three specific information submission
requiremerits (unless not reasonably available) to directly address the final amendments
pertaining to CAMU eligibility: (1) the origin of the waste and how it was subsequently.
managed (§ 264.552(d)(1)); (2) whether the waste was listed or identified as hazardous at the
time of disposal and/or release to the environment (§ 264.552(d)(2)); and (3) whether the waste
was subject to the land disposal requirements of Part 268 at the time of disposal and/or release to
the environment (§ 264.552(d)(3)). Additionally, EPA is requiring certain facilities to notify
EPA of releases to ground water. EPA will use this information to monitor releases and make
determinations of when the releases might cause danger to human health or the environment.
Facility owners or operators may use these data to keep track of releases and prevent them from
reaching unacceptable levels.

EPA is amending the requirements for designating a CAMU under the authority of
Sections 1006, 2002(a), CFR, 3005(c), 3007, 3008(h), and 7004 of the Solid Waste Disposal
Act, as amended by the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, as amended by the Hazardous
and Solid Waste Amendments (HSWA) of 1984. In particular, under Sections 2002 and 3007 of
RCRA, EPA is requiring the information collection amendments to the CAMU rule described
above because they are needed for the Agency to effect1ve1y designate and track the operation of
CAMUEs.

In addition, the rule requires persons seeking approval to send CAMU-eligible wastes
off-site (without meeting land disposal restriction requirements) to submit enough information to
allow the Regional Administrator to provide that approval (see 40 CFR 264.555).

-Economic Analysis of the Amendments fo the CAMU Rule (Background Docurment)
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-EPA estimates the total annual respondent burden and cost for the final new paperwork
requireménts to be approximately 1,354 hours and $123,958. The bottom line respondent burden
over the three-year period covered by this ICR 1s 4,107 hours, at a total cost of approximately
$371,874. The Agency burden or cost associated with this final rule is estimated to be
approximately 189 hours and $7,860 per year. The bottom line Agency burden over the three-
year period covered by this ICR is 567 hours, at a total cost of approximately $23,580.!

Section 3007(b) of RCRA and 40 CFR Part 2, Subpart B, which defines EPA’s general
policy on public disclosure of information, contain provisions for confidentiality. However, the
Agency does not anticipate that businesses will assert a claim of confidentiality covering all or
part of the information that will be requested pursuant to the final amended CAMU rule. If such
a claim were asserted, EPA must treat the information in accordance with the regulations cited
above. EPA also will make sure that this information collection complies with the Privacy Act
of 1974 and OMB Circular 108.

Burden means the total time, effort, or financial resources expended by persons to
generate; maintain, retain, or disclose or provide information to or for a federal agency. This
includes the time needed to review instructions; develop, acquire, install, and utilize technology
and systems for the purposes of collecting, validating, and verifying information, processing and
maintaining information, and disclosing and providing information; adjust the existing ways to
comply with any previously applicable instructions and requirements; train personnel to be able
to respond to a collection of information; search data sources; complete and review the collection
of information; and transmit or otherwise disclose the information. .

‘ An Agency may not conduct or sponsor, and a person is not required to respond to a
collection of information unless the collection displays a currently valid OMB control number.
The OMB control numbers for EPA’s regulations are listed in 40 CFR Part 9 and 48 CFR
Chapter 15.

6.3  Unfunded Mandates Reform Act

Title II of the Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of 1995 (UMRA), Public Law 104-4,
establishes requirements for Federal agencies to assess the effects of their regulatory actions on
state, local, and tribal governments and the private sector. Under section 202 of the UMRA,

- EPA generally must prepare a written statement including a cost-benefit analysis for proposed
and final rules with “Federal mandates” that may result in expenditures of $100 million or more
in any one year for state, local, and tribal governments considered together or to the private

‘sector. Before promulgating an EPA rule for which a written statement is needed, section 205 of
the UMRA generally requires EPA to identify and consider a reasonable number of regulatory

ot Subsequent to conducting the Inforiation Collection Request analysis, EPA updated the number of CAMUs
used for “permanent” disposal and the number used for “storage and/or treatment” only. The ICR estimates that 31
of the 39 CAMUs in the CAMU Site Background Document were for permanent disposal; the correct number is 30
of 39. EPA will make the necessary recalculations to the ICR in the context of the final rule. EPA believes that the
change in estimated burden as a result of such recalculations will be inconsequential.
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alternatives and adopt the least costly, most cost-effective or least burdensome alternative that
achieves the objectives of the rule. The provisions of section 205 do not apply when they are
inconsistent with applicable law= Moreover, section 205 allows EPA to adopt an alternative
other than the least costly, most cost-effective or least burdensome alternative if the
Administrator publishes with the final rule an explanation why that alternative was not adopted.
Before EPA establishes any regulatory requirements that may significantly or uniquely affect
small governments, including tribal governments, it must have developed under section 203 of
the UMRA a small government agency plan. The plan must provide for notifying potentially

_affected small governments, enabling officials of affected small governments to have meaningful
and timely input in the development of EPA regulatory proposals with significant Federal
intergovernmental mandates, and informing, educating, and advising small governments on
compliance with the regulatory requirements.

EPA has determined that this rule does not contain a Federal mandate that may result in
expenditures of $100 million or more for state, local, and tribal governments, in the aggregate, or
the private sector in any one year. The Amendments establish approval process changes and
treatment/unit design requirements that generally are already in use in the baseline. Therefore,
the incremental impacts, as discussed in this analysis, are not estimated to be significant. Thus,
the CAMU Amendments are not subject to the requirements of sections 202 and 205 of the
UMRA. :

Finally, EPA has determined that this rule contains no regulatory requirements that might
significantly or uniquely affect small governments. Under the amended rule, small governments
will not implement the CAMU rule and are not generally expected to use CAMUs based on
current patterns of CAMU usage seen in historical data. In addition, the CAMU rule makes no
distinction between small governments and any potential regulated party.

6.4  National Technology Transfer and Advancement Act

As noted in the proposed rule, Section 12(d) of the National Technology Transfer and
Advancement Act of 1995 (NTTAA), Public Law No. 104-113, Section12(d) (15 U.S.C. 272
note) directs EPA to use voluntary consensus standards in its regulatory activities unless to do so
would be inconsistent with applicable law or otherwise impractical. Voluntary consensus
standards are technical standards (e.g., materials specifications, test methods, sampling
procedures; and business practices) that are developed or adopted by voluntary consensus
standards bodies. The NTTAA directs EPA to provide Congress, through OMB, explanations
when the Agency decides not to use available and applicable voluntary consensus standards.

The rulemaking involves technical standards (e.g., use of the TCLP test to assess
compliance with treatment requirements). The Agency has not identified any potentially
applicable voluntary consensus standards during its efforts to develop appropriate standards (e.g.,
during its discussions with Agency personnel and stakeholders who are experts in the arcas
addressed by this rulemaking). The Agency also did not receive comments identifying
potentially applicable voluntary consensus standards.
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6.5 Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments (Executive Order

1317 5)

Executive Order 13175, entitled “Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal
‘Governments” (65 FR 67249, November 6, 2000), requires EPA to develop an accountable
process to ensure “meaningful and timely input by tribal officials in the development of
regulatory policies that have tribal implications.” “Policies that have tribal implications” is
defined in the Executive Order to include regulations that have “substantial direct effects.on one
or more Indian tribes, on the relationship between the Federal government and the Indian tribes,
or on the distribution of power and responsibilities between the Federal government and Indian
tribes.” ' ' o

The final Amendments to the CAMU rule does not have tribal implications because
Indian tribal governments do not implement the CAMU rule. It will not have substantial direct
effects on tribal governments, on the relationship between the Federal government and Indian
tribes, or on the distribution of power and responsibilities between the Federal government and
Indian tribes, as spe01ﬁed in Executive Order 13175. Thus, Executlve Order 13175 does not
apply to this rule. - : : :

6.6 Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks
(Executive Order 13045)

- Executive Order 13045, “Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and
Safety Risks” (62 F.R. 19885, April 23, 1997), applies to any rule that: (1) is determined to be
“economically significant” as defined under Executive Order 12866, and (2) concerns an
environmental health or safety risk that EPA has reason to believe may have a disproportionate
effect on children. If the regulatory action meets both criteria, the Agency must evaluate the
environmental health or safety effects of the planned rule on children, and explain why the
planned regulation is preferable to other potentlally effective and reasonably feasible alternatives .
considered by the Agency :

The ﬁnal Amendments to the CAMU rule is not subject to this Executive Order because
it is not economically significant as defined in Executive Order 12866 and because the Agency
does not have reason to believe that this rule presents disproportionate or additional risks to -
children. The Agency does not believe that the risks addressed by the Amendments — i.e., the
risks from on-site management of hazardous cleanup wastes — present a disproportionate risk to
children. The amended rule, among other requirements, sets minimum CAMU treatment and
design standards designed to help ensure the protectiveness of CAMUs. EPA’s analysis of these
requirements shows that CAMU s already are meeting the minimum standards outlined in this
rule. As amended by the final rule, the CAMU rule continues requiring that a decision
concerning overall protectiveness of any specific CAMU be made by the Regional Administrator
based on site-specific circumstances, including risks to children where appropriate. The Agency
is committed to ensuring that these site-specific assessments include an assessment of risks to
children where appropriate. Therefore, the Agency believes that these Amendments do not
present disproportionate or additional risks to children at facilities employing a CAMU.
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6.7  Federalism (Executive Order 13132)

Executive Order 13132, entitled “Federalism” (64 FR 43255, August 10, 1999), requires
EPA to develop an accountable process to ensure “meaningful and timely input by state and local
officials in the development of regulatory policies that have federalism implications.” “Policies
that have federalism implications” is defined in the Executive Order to include regulations that
have “substantial direct effects on the states, on the relationship between the national government
and the states, or on the dlstrlbutlon of power and responsibilities among the various levels of
government.” : :

This rule does not have federalism implications. It will not have substantial direct effects
on the states, on the relationship between the national government and the states, or on the
distribution of power and responsibilities among the various levels of government, as specified in
Executive Order 13132. First, any direct effects on the states will not be substantial because, as
described more fully above, the Agency expects the increased analytical costs for oversight
agencies (i.e., EPA or authorized states) associated with the rule to be insignificant. In addition,
although the Amendments limit the discretion available to oversight agencies under the current
CAMU rule, the Agency’s record demonstrates that the CAMU decisions expected under the
Amendments generally are the same as those reached under the current regulatory framework. In
addition, EPA does not believe the amended rule has a substantial direct effect on states as
regulated parties because, based on past patterns of CAMU usage, state governments are not
generally expected to use CAMU .

As for the EPA-state relationship and distribution of power and responsibilities, the final
rule includes state authorization provisions that allow the large majority of states currently
authorized for the CAMU provisions to become interim authorized for the Amendments at the
same time Amendments become effective. Thus, for those states, there will be no period in
which the Amendments are in effect federally, but not as a matter of state law. Even for those
CAMU-authorized states that do not become interim authorized under this procedure, however,
the Agency does not believe that any impact of the rule will be substantial. Although the Agency
will implement the Amendments in such states until they become authorized, EPA does not
expect that this generally will result in changes to the state’s individual CAMU decisions under
state law because, as described above, state CAMU decisions will likely be consistent w1th the
Amendments. Thus, Executive Order 13132 does not apply to this rule. '

The Agency notes, in addition, that prior to entering into the CAMU settlement
agreement, EPA discussed with the states potential impacts on states from Amendments to the
CAMU rule. During these discussions, individual states expressed concerns about potential
disruption caused by the authorization process required in states that are already authorized for
the 1993 CAMU rule, the reduced discretion. that is available under any Amendments to the
CAMU rule, and the potentially more elaborate process involved in making CAMU decisions.

EPA recognizes that these are valid concerns and believes the rule addresses them. For
example, EPA includes a grandfathering provision to address the issue of disrupting existing
CAMU s and those that are substantially in the approval process. The amended rule also includes
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an approach to authorization that is intended to reduce disruption for states with authorized
CAMU programs and to expedite authorization for states that have corrective action programs

“but are not yet authorized for CAMUs. In addition, EPA recognizes that increased process costs

are introduced by this rule but, as is described in the background section of the preamble to the
rule, EPA has tried to find a reasonable balance by adding sufficient detail to achieve the rule’s
goals while preserving site-specific flexibility that provides incentives to cleanup. Finally, the
Amendments are designed to incorporate the CAMU designation process into the existing
decision-making process that is typically used by states and EPA for cleanups including those
used for making CAMU determinations. For example, EPA designed the principal hazardous
constituent process and certain adjustment factors to reference the overall cleanup decision-
making process within which the CAMU .decision is made.

6.8  Environmental Justice (Executive Order 12898)

On February 11, 1994, the Presidenf issued Executive Order 12898, entitled “Federal
Actions To Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income

- Populations,” and an accompanying memorandum to federal department and agency heads. The

Order establishes a.policy to help ensure that all communities, including minority communities
and low-income communities, live in a safe and healthful environment. As noted in the
presidential memorandum, it is designed to focus federal attention on the human health and
environmental conditions in minority communities and low-income communities to realize the
goal of achieving environmental justice. The Order also is intended to foster nondiscrimination
in federal programs that substantially affect human health or the environment and to give
minority communities and low-income communities greater opportunities for public participation
in, and access to, public information on matters relating to human health and the environment. In
general, to the greatest extent practicable and permitted by law, the Order directs federal agencies
to make environmental justice part of their mission by identifying and addressing, as appropriate,
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of its programs,
policies, and activities on minority populations and low-income populations.

The rule is intended to amend the existing CAMU rule through, among other -
requirements, establishing a formalized process for approval of CAMUs as well as setting
national minimum treatment and unit design standards for CAMUs. The treatment and unit
design standards formalize the existing expectations that site decisions be made within the
overall decision making process in a manner protective of human health and the environment.
The Agency's analysis shows that CAMUS are already meeting these minimum standards.

Therefore, the Agency believes that these Amendments, although formalizing such requirements,

do not appreciably affect the risks at facilities where CAMUs are employed. This rule does not
address specifically the overall remedial decision making process within which CAMUs are
approved. Thus, EPA believes that this rule will not have any disproportionately high and

- adverse human health or environmental effects on minority populations or low-income

populations. The Agency continues its commitment to ensuring that environmental justice
concerns are addressed within remedial decisions in corrective action.
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6.9  Congressional Review Act

The Congressional Review=Act, 5 U.S.C. §801 et seq., as added by the Small Business
Regulatory Enforcement Fairness Act of 1996, generally provides that before a rule may take
effect, the agency promulgating the rule must submit a rule report, which includes a copy of the
rule, to each House of the Congress and to the Comptroller General of the United States. EPA
will submit a report containing this rule and other required information to the U.S. Senate, the
U.S. House of Representatives, and the Comptrollér General of the United States prior to
publication of the rule in the Federal Register. A Major rule cannot take effect until 60 days after
it is published in the Federal Register. This action is not a “major rule” as defined by 5 U.S.C.
§804(2). This rule will be effective 90 days following publication.

6.10 Energy Effects (Executive Order 13211)

This rule is not a “significant energy action” as defined in Executive Order 13211,
“Actions Concerning Regulations That Significantly Affect Energy Supply, Distribution, or Use”
(66 Fed. Reg. 28355 (May 22, 2001)) because it is not likely to have a significant adverse effect
on the supply, distribution, or use of energy. Further, EPA has concluded that this rule is not
likely to have any adverse energy effects.
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- Appendix A: CAMU Expert Telephone Contact Information Form!

! This form was developed in preparation for EPA’s analysis of the Proposed CAMU Amendments.
Certain aspects of the form (e.g., adjustnent factor citations) reflect out-of-date information with respect to the final
form in the Final CAMU Amendments.
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Appendix A: CAMU Expert Telephone Contact
‘ Information Form

-

General Information

Expert (Region or State): (Region/State )

Phone Number:

HQ Personnel:

‘Date/Time of Call:- (mo/day/vyr) (time)

Context for CAMU Experts o

. Support for agency actions, must comply with Executive Orders.

»  Uniqueness of CAMU rule (time frame and nature of Amendments to existing rule).
Requires specific knowledge of existing process that Headquarters does not have.
. Expert approach best suited. '

. Answer list of questions below.

. Goal is to estimate annual cost ‘increment associated with new rule.

. Expert should answer not just for their specific CAMU(s), but for the general CAMU
process in their Region.
. Need estimate of.costs to owners or operators and to Region or state personnel.

Questions _
1. Please describe/quantify the impacts you anticipate will result from the new waste
eligibility requirements with regard to how CAMU is currently being implemented?

- Information submission regarding amended §264.552(d)

2. Please describe/quantify the impacts you anticipate will result from the new requirement
to identify PHCs with regard to how CAMU is currently being implemented?
- What kind/how much additional process costs are associated with identification
of PHCs?




3. Please describe/quantify the impacts you anticipate will result from the new requirement
to treatment requirements with regard to how CAMU is currently being implemented?
- Will these standagds result in a greater need for pilot studies, and thus increased
costs associated with them, to determine whether remedial approach will meet
new requirements?

4. Please describe/quantify the use/impacts you anticipate will result from the new
requirement to aajustment Jactors with regard to how CAMU is currently being implemented?

A. What kind/how much additional process costs are assocmted with the technical
zmpractzcabzlzty (4) adjustment factor? :

B. What kind/how much additional process costs are associated with the change in
levels/methods (B) adjustment factor?




R

What kind/how much additional process costs are associated with the community

. C.
T input (C) adjustment factor?
D. What kind/how much additional process costs are associated with the short-term
risks (D) adjustment factor?
E(l). What kind’/how much additional process costs are associated with the long-term

protection where treatment substantially met (E(1)) adjustment factor?




E(2). What kind/how much additional process costs are associated with the long-term
protection where cost effective treatment used (E(2)) adjustment factor?

-

5. Please describe/quantify the use/impacts you ‘anticipate will result from the new
requirement design standards (liner and cap) with regard to how CAMU is currently being
implemented? :

6. Please describe/quantify the use/impacts you anticipate will result from the new
requirement for nonpermanent CAMUs with regard to how CAMU is currently being
implemented? ‘

A-4



7. How long, on average, does it take to approve a CAMU from start to finish? Will this
time increase appreciably due to the new CAMU rule?

8. Do you think CAMU usage will increase or decrease as a result of this rule?

A-5
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CAMU Expert Telephone Contact Form - Expert #1

General Information

Expert (Region): Ernie Waterman (Region 1)
Phone Number: - 617-918-1369
HQ Personnel: Paul Balserak -
) Hugh Davis
Date/Time of Call: March 15, 2000. 1:00 (Length of Call: 1 % hours)
Context for CAMU Experts
. Support for agency actions, must comply w1th Executive Orders.
. Uniqueness of CAMU rule (time frame and nature of Amendments to existing rule).
. ‘Requires specific knowledge of - ex1st1ng process that Headquarters does not have.
. Expert approach best suited.
¢ Answer list of questions below.
. Goal is to estimate annual cost increment associated with new rule.

. Expert should answer not just for their specific CAMU(s), but for the general CAMU
process in their Region. ‘
. Need estimate of costs to owners-or operators and to Reglon or state personnel.

Questions

1. Please describe/quantify the impacts you anticipate will result from the new waste

eligibility requirements with regard to how CAMU is currently being implemented?
- Information submission regarding amended §264.552(d)

* Does this mean that you have to go through a big timetable exercise to figure out which land

disposal restrictions were applicable at the time the waste was disposed?

* What is the burden of proof here? What happens when you can’t ﬁnd the paperwork on these

issues? '

* Essentially, for 5264 552(d) 1) and 2). we already do this under the current re,qulatlons 3)

1s the potential issue regarding additional costs. If this burden of proof is rigorous, but based on

a reasonable standard. such as personal knowledge, etc. then not big deal.

* At a few sites, estimated 1 to 2 days extra work for the owner or operator and 1 to 2 days extra

work for regional or state person.

2. Please describe/quantify the impacts you anticipate will result from the new requirement
to identify PHCs with regard to how CAMU is currently being implemented?
- What kind/how much additional process costs are associated with identification
of PHCs?
- * We go through this thinking already, this won’t add new burden over what we already do.
* This may add some in that it formalizes the process. Some facilities. for example.. may
wrangle more about officially calling something a “PHC” now. as opposed to being much less

B-1

P —



formal and saying ... well, this needs to be treated, but this doesn’t. Facilities may fear public
reaction to things having the official name “PHCs” ... becoimes stigma issue. May result in
longer negotiations. trying to have fewer constituents and/or less volume be Jabeled PHCs.
Although. for those facilities where this would occur. it may be that they’d already wrangle about
things, so, the PHC issue may just replace whatever they would have wrangled about, not really
add to the time or effort regarding negotiations. | |

* In the end. Ernie was uncertain whether it would add additional costs or not. It may at a few
facilities. See what other experts say.

3. Please describe/quantify the impacts you anticipate will result from the new requirement
to treatment requirements with regard to how CAMU is currently being implemented?
- Will these standards result in a greater need for pilot studies, and thus increased
costs associated with them, to determme whether remed1a1 approach will meet
new requirements?

* Treatment standards overall not a big deal. The adjustment factors mirror pretgy well the kinds
of considerations that occur in CAMUs now.

* 90 percent may be an issue. This is not something that is currently considered ... tend
currently to focus on risk based levels. Universal Treatment Standards, etc. not 90 percent.
Again, though, doesn’t think this will so much add new burden, as it will just become the issue
that’s debated at some sites rather than something else being subject to debate. The bottom line
is, if vou’re using a CAMU. vou’re using it because it adds efficiency: this is the overarching
goal of owners or operators using CAMUs.

4. Please describe/quantify the use/impacts you anticipate will result from the new
requirement to adjustment factors with regard to how CAMU is currently being implemented?

A. What kind/how much additional process costs are associated with the technical
impracticability (4) adjustment factor?
For adjustment factor A, no new burden.

*

B. ‘What kmd/how much additional process costs are associated wﬁh the change in
levels/methods (B) adjustment factor?
For adjustment factor B. no new burden.

*

. C. What kind’/how much additional procéss costs are associated with the community
input (C) adjustment factor?
For adjustment factor C, no new burden.

% -

D. What kind/how muchadditional process costs are a55001ated with the short-term
risks (D) adjustment factor?
For adjustment factor D, no new burden.

*
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E(1). . What kind/how much additional process costs are associated with the long-term
) protection where treatment substantially met (E(1)) adjustment factor?

* The main issue here is that the engineering requirements add something new to rebut. In other
words, the “immobile,” “substantially met.” “cost effective treatment” ... these will all need to be
defined in the rule. Now you’ll have to argue. with the public and/or owner or operator; not only
that a CAMU option is better than non-CAMU options, but also why you aren’t meeting the
‘CAMU standards’ why vyou are deviating from what EPA has designated as CAMU treatment
requirements, etc.
* Qverall, Ernie thinks that at half of the sites, additional time for consultants. regulator review,
and presentation to the public, would be 1 man-week.

E(2) What kind/how much additional process costs are associated with the long-term
protection where cost effective treatment used (E(2)) adjustment factor?
* See above discussion. -

5. Please describe/quantify the use/impacts you anticipate will result from the new
requirement design standards (liner and cap) with regard to how CAMU is currently being
implemented?

* Liner standards would apply only for new units or lateral-expansion of an existing unit. These

are in the minority. Even though Ernie not sure it makes sense all the time to put a liner in a
lateral-expansion of an existing unit, he says they would do it currently.

* The regulators already go through this kind of general reasoning regarding standards under the
existing rule implementation. -

* No new costs added here! .

* Cap standards - apply to all units. Conceptually, Ernie could imagine a case under current
implementation where vou’d want to put a cap on a permanent CAMU unit (temporary CAMUs
under different standards) just to protect it from direct contact, but not to meet all the infiltration
standards. etc. - which would not be allowed under the new rule. However, ultimately he does
not see this adding costs. :

6. Please describe/quantify the use/impacts you anticipate will result from the new
requirement for nonpermanent CAMUs with regard to how CAMU is currently being
implemented? -

* Ultimately, these standards add no/negligible new costs.

* Again, Ernie thinks that conceptually he could imagine a case where you would want to use a
temporary CAMU for longer than 2 % vears (I think that’s it. whatever the staging pile standard
is). but you wouldn’t want to require a liner, as you’d have to in the p-reg. However. this not
change his thinking that overall wouldn’t be added costs.

* Remember that there are alternate Standards you can argue for in some cases. For example, at

one temporary CAMU. the contaminant at the site is lead (Pb). It could likely come under an
immobility argument to get out of the liner requirement.
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1. How long, on average, does it take to approve a CAMU from start to ﬁmsh7 Will this
time increase appreciably due to the new CAMU rule?
* Impossible to give an average4ime for approval of CAMU. CAMU is a tool within the whole
scheme of remedial decision making. It may be that throughout the remedial decision making
process.a CAMU is discussed, worked on, etc. In this approach, vou’d say it took years.
However, the real work in actually approving the CAMU would more likely only take months.
* No real increase in approval time will result from this rule, though. :

8. Do you.fhink CAMU usage will increase or decféase as a result of th‘is‘ruler?
* There will likely be an adjustment period wherepeonle are tryving to figure out the new rule and
how it changes things for them. Grandfathering really helps here. But overall he sees CAMU

remaining a popular option because it allows owners or operators to manage their problem on
their site. No change in the rate of CAMU usage. : :




CAMU Expert Telephone Contact Form - Expert #2

General Information -

Expert (Region): Dave Vogler (Region 6)

Phone Number: 214-665-7428

HQ Personnel: - , Paul Balserak.

4 o - Hugh Davis

Date/Time of Call: March 21, 2000 3:00 (Length of Call: 1 hour)

Context for CAMU Experts

. Support for agency actions, must comply with Executive Orders.

. Uniqueness of CAMU rule (time frame and nature of Amendments to existing rule). -
. Requires specific knowledge of existing process that Headquarters does not have:
. Expert approach best suited.

. Answer list of questions below.

. Goal is to estimate annual cost increment associated with new rule.

. Expert should answer not just for their specific CAMU(s), but for the general CAMU
process in their Region. .
. Need estimate of costs to owners or operators and to Region or state personnel.

Questions
1. Please describe/quantify the impacts you anticipate will result from the new waste
- eligibility requirements with regard to how CAMU is currently being implemented?
- Information submission regarding amended sec. 264.552(d)
* Qverall. do not think that this is a big deal. This information is reasonably available and is
already submitted.

* Thinks that there would be “several hours per unit for owner or operator” and “a couple hours
per unit” for region/state to review.

* Where there were public comments which required addressing, there could be more substantial
time added: but there almost never are comments. :

2. Please describe/quantify the impacts you anticipate will result from the new requirement
to identify PHCs with regard to how CAMU is currently being implemented?
- What kind/how much additional process costs are associated with identification
of PHCs?
* Could actually speed the process up. His experience is that the process is bogged down often
by haggling over the process itself, and what will be the levels you meet, etc.
* He did not think that the label PHC would be a real stigma issue which would result in the

facﬂityﬁghting over calling things PHCs.
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3. Please describe/ quantify the impacts you anticipate will result from the new requirement
to treatment requirements with regard to how CAMU is currently being implemented?

- Will these standards result in a greater need for pilot studies, and thus increased
costs associated with them, to determine whether remedial approach will meet
new requirements?

* Treatment standards overall not a big deal. The adjustment factors mirror pretty well the kinds
of considerations that occur in CAMU now; in fact, thought that it might reduce burden a little in
that the process would not be so open-ended.

* Very site specific regarding how these adjustment factors will work out....

4. Please describe/quantify the use/impacts you anticipate will result from the new
requirement to adjustment factors with regard to how CAMU is currently being implemented?

A. What kind’/how much additional process costs a_ré associated with the technical
impracticability (A) adjustment factor?
For adjustment factor A, see above discussion.

*

B. What kind/how much additional process costs are associated with the change in
levels/methods (B) adjustment factor?
For adjustment factor B, see above discussion.

*

C. What kind/how much additional process costs are associated with the commumty
input (C) adjustment factor?
For adjustment factor C, see above discussion.

* -

D. What kind/how much additional process costs are assoc1ated with the short—term
risks (D) adjustment factor?
For adjustment factor D, see above discussion.

*

E(1). What kind/how much additional process costs are associated with the long-term
protection where treatment substantially met (E(1)) adjustment factor‘?
For adjustment factor E(1). see above discussion. :

*

E(2). What kind/how much additional process costs are associated with the long-term
protection where cost effective treatment used (E(Z )) adjustment factor?
* For adjustment factor E( 2). see above discussion.
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5. Please describe/quantify the use/impacts you anticipate will result from the new
reqmrement design standards ﬂlner and cap) with regard to how CAMU is currently being
implemented? -

* Liner - negligible costs at a few units for owner or operator and reviewer, but so very small
that it’s not worth quantifying.

* Cap - we do this anyway. No added costs.

6. Please describe/quantify the use/impacts you anticipate will result from the new
requirement for nonpermanent CAMUs with regard to how CAMU is currently being
implemented?

* Same answer as with others - now that you have criteria and a process to go by. may make

things easier.

7. How long, on average, does it take to approve a CAMU from start to finish? Will this
time increase appreciably due to the new CAMU rule?
* Might overall reduce approval time due to existence of a process.

8. Do you think CAMU usage will increase or decrease as a result of this rule?
* Hard to say: overall not much change in the use of CAMU.
* Cost effectiveness of CAMUS make them still appealing to people.
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CAMU Expert Telephone Contact Form - Expert #3

General Information : :
Expert (Region): Leo Romanowski and Lael Butler (Region 4)

Phone Number: ‘ 404-562-8485
HQ Personnel: Paul Balserak
= Hugh Davis A
Date/Time of Call: . March 24, 2000, 9:00 (Length of Call: 1 ¥ hours).
Context for CAMU Experts
. Support for agency actions, must comply with Executive Orders.
. Uniqueness of CAMU rule (time frame and nature of Amendments to existing rule).
. Requires specific knowledge of existing process that Headquarters does not have.
. Expert approach best suited.
. Answer list of questions below.
. Goal is to estimate annual cost increment associated w1th new rule.
. Expert should answer not just for their specific CAMU(s), but for the general CAMU
process in their Region.
. Need estimate of costs to owners or operators and to Region or state personnel.
Questions :
1. Please describe/quantify the impacts you anticipate will result from the new waste

eligibility requirements with regard to how CAMU is currently being implemented?

- Information submission regarding amended sec. 264.552(d)
* QOverall, thinks this will be a minor disincentive to CAMU use. The first two components are
already supplied, but the third regarding timing of land disposal restrictions is not.

* Thinks that there would be “about 4 hours per CAMU at a few sites” for owner or operator and
“about 2 hours per CAMU at a few sites” for region/state to review.

* Would reduce the time required if had done an RFA back in 1980s.

2. Please describe/quantify the impacts you anticipate will result from the new requirement
to identify PHCs with regard to how CAMU is currently being implemented?
- What kind/how much additional process costs are associated with identification
of PHCs?
* They do not think that these requirements will add anything. Many facilities already deal with
hot spots by sending them off-site anyway. No change in timing, ‘ :
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3. Please describe/quantify the impacts you anticipate will result from the new requirement
to freatment requirements with regard to how CAMU is currently being implemented?

- Will these standards result in a greater need for pilot studies, and thus increased
costs associated with them, to determme whether remedial approach will meet
new requirements?

* Treatment standards overall not a big deal. In fact could help. You only have to_treat PHCs,
so you don’t have to treat all those less significant weirder constituents out there.

* The adjustment factors really seem reasonable. This is reasonable stuff which any competent
manager would have to address at a site. This even the case with ad1ustment factor E! No added
costs/time overall. '

4. Please describe/quantify the use/impacts you anticipate will result from the new
requirement to adjustment factors with regard to how CAMU is currently being implemented?

A. What kind/how much additional process costs are associated with the technical
impracticability (A) adjustment factor?
For adjustment factor A. see above discussion.

*

B. - What kind/how much additional process costs are associated with the change in
levels/methods (B) adjustment factor?
For adjustment factor B, see above discussion.

C.  What kind/how much additional process costs are assomated with the community
input (C) adjustment factor?
For adjustment factor C. see above discussion.

*

D. What kind/how much additional process costs are associated W1th the short—term
risks (D) adjustment factor? ‘
For adjustment factor D, see above discussion.

-*

E(1). What kind/how much additional process costs are associated with the long-term
protection where treatment substantially met (E(1)) adjustment factor?
For adjustment factor E(1), see above discussion. ’

*

E(2). What kind/how much additional process costs are associated with the long-term
protection where cost effective treatment used (E(Z)) ad]ustment factor?
For adjustment factor E(2). see above discussion.

*
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5. Please describe/quantify the use/impacts you anticipate will result from the new
requirement design standards (liner and cap) with regard to how CAMU is currently being
implemented? . -

* Liner - no incremental increase in costs.

* Cap - no added costs.

6. Please describe/quantify the use/impacts you anticipate will result from the new
requirement for nonpermanent CAMUs with regard to how CAMU is currently being

implemented?

* No answer given because they are unfamiliar with the staging pile regulations upon which this

provision is based.

7. How long, on average, does it take to approve a CAMU from start to finish? Will this
time increase appreciably due to the new CAMU rule?
* Not appreciably affect the length of the of approval time for CAMUs.

8. Do you think CAMU usage will increase or decrease as a result of this rule?
* They are not seeing a lot of CAMU usage currently. Don’t expect that it will change much. ’

B-11
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CAMU Expert Telephone Contéct Form - Expert #4

General Information : S ‘
Expert (Region): Barry Tornick (Region 2)

Phone Number: - 212-637-4169
HQ Personnel: Paul Balserak
Hugh Davis .
Date/Time of Call: April 6, 2000, 8:30 (Length of Call: 1 hour)
Context for CAMU Experts :
. Support for agency actions, must comply with Executive Orders.
. Uniqueness of CAMU rule (time frame and nature of Amendments to existing rule).
o Requires specific knowledge of existing process that Headquarters does not have.
K Expert approach best suited. '
. Answer list of questions below.
. Goal is to estimate annual cost increment a55001ated with new rule.
. Expert should answer not _]ust for their specxﬁc CAMU(s), but for the general CAMU
process in their.Region.
pl Need estimate of costs to owners or operators and to Region or state personnel.
Questions :
1. Please describe/quantify the impacts you anticipate will result from the new waste

eligibility requirements with regard to how CAMU is currently being implemented?
- Information submission regarding amended sec. 264.552(d)
* _Qverall, thinks these provisions will result in more analysis as it is a more complicated

Process.

* For owner or operator, thinks it will add “one week man time” and for region it will add a few
days (2 to 3 days). This estimate would be less at less complex sites. .

2. . Please describe/quantify the impacts you anticipate will result from the new requirement
to identify PHCs with regard to how CAMU is currently being implemented?
- What kind/how much additional process costs are associated with identification
of PHCs? »
* His experience is that there has not been any significant process to date associated with
identifving constituents. Therefore, he thinks that this provision will add 1-2 days for regional
review, but none for the owner or operator.
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3. Please describe/quantify the impacts you anticipate will result from the new requirement
to treatment requirements with regard to how CAMU is currently being implemented?

- Will these standards result in a greater need for pilot studies, and thus increased
costs associated with them, to determine whether remedial approach will meet
new requirements?

* His experience is that it took some real time to negotiate what kind of treatment would be used,
and the overall remedy for the site. Now under the new standards you’d be able to point to a
standard. Overall for the treatment standards he thinks it would reduce time!

4. Please describe/quantify the use/impacts you anticipate will result from the new
requirement to adjustment factors with regard to how CAMU is currently being implemented?

A. What kind/how much additional process costs are associated with the technical
impracticability (4) adjustment factor?
* For adjustment factor A, he did essentially this, used technical 1mpract1cab1htv for one of the

existing CAMUES in the region. Thinks this would help by reducing the negotiating time, etc.

B..  What kind/how much additional process costs are associated with the change in
levels/methods (B) adjustment factor?

* For adjustment factor B, nothing to add here.

C. What kind/how much additional process costs are associated with the community
~input (C) adjustment factor? '
* For adjustment factor C, see discussion under adjustment factor E below.

D.  What kind/how much additional process costs are associated with the short-term
, risks (D) adjustment factor?
* For adjustment factor D, see discussion under adlustment factor E below

E(1). What kind/how much additional process costs are associated with the long-term
protection where treatment substantially met (E(1)) adjustment factor?
* For adjustment factors overall - E(1) and (2).are the most subjective. Therefore, it could add
negotiating time to the remedy. Owner or operator may spend more tlme putting reports in the
right format, etc. :
* Thinks that owner or operator - add 2 to 4 days, for the regional review - add 2 days. These
estimates are for adjustment factor E. but really cover all use of adjustment factors.

E(2). What kind’how much additional process costs are associated with the long-term
protection where cost effective treatment used (E(2)) adjustment factor?
* For adjustment factor E(2). see above discussion.
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5. Please describe/quantify the use/impacts you anticipate will result from the new
requ1rement design standards (Zzner and cap) with regard to how CAMU is currently bemg
implemented? -

* Liner - would save time, in that would reduce negotiation time. Also, for Region 2, these
standards are essentially less stringent then what they currently have been emploving.

* Cap - No change at all for these standards.

6. Please describe/quantify the use/impacts you anticipate will result from the new
requirement for nonpermanent CAMUSs with regard to how CAMU is currently being
implemented?

* Likely less time due to aid of process, but doesn’t have a good feel for the staging pile
regulations.

7. How long, on average, does it take to approve a CAMU from start to finish? Will this
time increase appreciably due to the new CAMU rule?
* Qverall, would make it easier for them. so would reduce time .overall.

8. Do you think CAMU usage will increase or decrease as a result of this rule?

* Thinks it might increase the use of CAMU s in that it would reduce the uncertainty associated
with what a CAMU remedy would be. Although. not positive, given that the optics of having a
treatment requirement in place might scare people away.
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CAMU Expert Telephone Contact Form - Expert #5

General Information .

Expert (State): -+ Mark Gordon (State WI)

Phone Number: 608-266-7278

HQ Personnel: Paul Balserak

Date/Time of Call: June 8. 2000, 4:00 (Length of Call: 1 hour)

Context for CAMU Experts

. Support for agency actions, must comply w1th Executive Orders.

. Uniqueness of CAMU rule (time frame and nature of Amendments to existing rule)

. Requires specific knowledge of existing process that Headquarters does not have.

. Expert approach best suited.

. Answer list of questions below.

. Goal is to estimate annual cost increment a55001ated with new rule..

. Expert should answer not just for their specific CAMU(S) but for the general CAMU
process in their Region.

. Need estimate of costs to owners or operators and to Region or state personnel.

Questions :
1. Please describe/quantify the impacts you anticipate will result from the new waste
eligibility requirements with regard to how CAMU is currently being implemented?

- Information submission regarding amended sec. 264.552(d)

* Qverall. do not think that this is a big deal at all. They already provide this as standard
information for CAMU approval. ‘

2. Please describe/quantify the impacts you anticipate will result from the new requirement -
to identify PHCs with regard to how CAMU is currently being implemented?

- What kind/how much additional process costs are associated with identification

of PHCs?

* Has problems with whether this provision wouldn’t end up identifying a lot more constituents
-than would normally be identified. '
* Thinks that this provision might result in additional work over and above what they do now. in
that there would be greater inclusiveness required regarding constituents which currentlv may
have simply been screened out via the remediation goals at the site.

* Thinks that the owner/operator would have additional work and the state would require
additional review time. Total additional time would be “a few davs to a few weeks.”
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3. Please describe/quantify the impacts you anticipate will result from the new requirement
to treatment requirements with regard to how CAMU is currently being implemented?
- Will these standards result in a greater need for pilot studies, and thus increased
costs associated with them, to determine whether remedial approach will meet
~ new requirements?
* Treatment standards overall not a big deal. The adjustment factors mirror pretty well the kinds
of considerations that occur in CAMU now.
* However, he thinks that there will be significantly more report ertlng/]ustlﬁcatlon required to
use such considerations. “In general, it will result in fairly significant amounts of time for Rps to
justify alternatives and do agency review. or make them throw up their hands and not use
CAMUSs.”
* Thinks that for temporary CAMUS there wouldn’t be so many problems
* Thinks that these additional justifications may even require an owner or operator to wait
through an additional winter due to the prolongation of the time justifying the CAMU approach.
* Qverall for treatment and adjustment factors thinks it will add “weeks to months.”

4. Please describe/quantify the use/impacts you anticipate will result from the new
requirement to adjustment factors with regard to how CAMU is currently being implemented?

Al What kind/how much additional process costs are associated with the technical
impracticability (4) adjustment factor?
For adjustment factor A, burden included in above estimate.

*

B. What kind/how much additional process costs are associated with the change in
levels/methods (B) adjustment factor? .
For adjustment factor B. burden included in above estimate.

*

C. What kind/how much additional process costs are associated with the community
input (C) adjustment factor? ' ‘
For adjustment factor C, burden included in above estimate.

*

D. ‘What kind/how much additional process costs are associated w1th the short-term
risks (D) adjustment factor?
For adjustment factor D. burden included in above estlmate

*

E(1). What kind/how much additional process costs are associated with the long-term
protection where treatment substantially met (E(1)) adjustment factor?
For adjustment factor E(1). burden included in above estimate.

*

E(2). What kind/how muchadditional process costs are associated with the long-term
, protection where cost effective treatment used (E(2)) adjustment factor?
* For adjustment factor E(2), burden included in above estimate.
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5. Please describe/quantify the use/impacts you anticipate will result from the new
requiremént design standards (liner and cap) with regard to how CAMU is currently being
implemented? -

* Qverall thinks that from a timing standpomt these requirements are fairly straightforward.
They are generally employed often at CAMU sites. :

* Again, the potentially important change here is the review gquestion. If someone nroposes an
alternate liner/cap, what kind of justification will be required?

* “Maybe at some sites, these standards will add days to weeks.”

6. Please describe/quantify the use/impacts you anticipate will result from the new
requirement for nonpermanent CAMUs with regard to how CAMU is currently being
implemented?

* Gave no response to this question due to lack of familiarity with the staging pile regulations.

7. How long, on average, does it take to approve a CAMU from start to finish? Will this
time increase appreciably due to the new CAMU rule?
* Might increase approval time due to justifications required for the alternate approaches, etc.

8. Do you think CAMU usage will increase or decrease as a result of this rule?
* Thinks that the treatment requirements might cause a decrease in the use of CAMU.
* Thinks also that there may be a rush due to the grandfathering provisions.
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CAMU Expert Telephone Contact Form - Expert #6

General Information

Expert (Region): ‘ Rich Nussbaum and Rob Morrison (State MO)
Phone Number: : ~573-751-3553

HQ Personnel: - Paul Balserak

Date/Time of Call: May 9. 2001, 11:00 (Length of Call: 1 % hours)

Context for CAMU Experts

. Support for agency actions, must comply with Executive Orders.

. Uniqueness of CAMU rule (time frame and nature of Amendments to existing rule).

. Requires specific knowledge of existing process that Headquarters does not have

. Expert approach best suited.

. Answer list of questions below.’ ,

. Goal is to estimate annual cost increment associated with new rule.

. Expert should answer not just for their specific CAMU(s), but for the general CAMU
process in their Region.

. Need estimate of costs to owners or operators and to Region or state personnel.

Questions : ‘ , . ‘
1. Please describe/quantify the impacts you anticipate will result from the new waste
eligibility requirements with regard to how CAMU is currently being implemented?

- Information submission regarding amended sec. 264.552(d)
* No major time impacts here. RFAs and RFIs generally include this information. The

Amendments could actually speed thingsup a b1t in making the information requirements
clearer. C :

2. Please describe/quantify the impacts you anticipate will result from the new requirement

to identify PHCs with regard to how CAMU is currently being implemented? .
- What kind/how much additional process costs are associated with identification
of PHCs?

* The requirements don’t mention dermal contact, nor address other issues related to the
identification process.

* Long list of chemicals ... this may result in lots of arguing about which are in and which are
out. Could add “weeks to months” for the facility. and “1 to 2.person weeks” of review time for
the regulator, especially where it impacts the type of treatment conducted.
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3. Please describe/quantify the impacts you anticipate will result from the new requirement
to treatment requirements with regard to how CAMU is currently being implemented?

- Will these standards result in a greater need for pilot studies, and thus increased
costs associated with them, to determine whether remedial approach will meet
new requirements? - ’ ~ :

* Treatment standards may have impacts on whether a pilot study is done, etc. These
requirements may also add a new layer of work at the front end of the remedial decision
. regarding a CAMU. :
* For the facility, may add “2 to 4 months” to approximately 2/3rds of the CAMU.
* For the regulatory, may add “2 to 3 person weeks for more technical review at these 2/3rds of
the CAMUs. g

4. Please describe/quantify the use/impacts you anticipate will result from the new
requirement to adjustment factors with regard to how CAMU is currently being implemented?

A. . What kind’/how much additional process costs are associated with the technical
impracticability (A) adjustment factor?

* A technical impracticability demonstration might be pretty difficult. Sometlmes costs are a
consideration, which they think might add to the time requirements here.
* Qverall, the facility may have an additional ‘2 to 4 weeks” for about 10to 15 percent of the
CAMUs. , : ‘
* For regulators; this ad1ustment factor may add *‘]1 to 2 person weeks for about 10 to 15 nercent
of the CAMUEs.

B. What kind/how much additional process costs are associated with the change in

, levels/methods (B) adjustment factor? .
* Facilities may have a good argument here in cases that you could be way less strmgent than
would be under the new treatment standards. They think this adjustment factor may get frequent
use. and could be a valuable tool for facilities.
* This one is the most difficult to quantify. They think this factor could become a real loop hole
for the Amendments.
* The facility may spend an addmonal “2to 4 weeks” for 3/4ths of the CAMUs
* The regulatory may spend an additional “1 to 2 weeks” to review for 3/4ths of the CAMUs.
These estimates are very dependent on how this factor ends up being used.

C. What kind/how much additional process costs are associated with the community
input (C) adjustment factor?
* For adjustment factor C. no new burden

D.  What kind/how much additional process costs are associated with the short-term
risks (D) adjustment factor?
* For adjustment factor D. no new burden. -
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E(1). What kind’/how much additional process costs are associated with the long-term
) protection where treatment substantially met (E(I)) adjustment factor?
* In a way, this factor makes the=goal of the cleanup “risk reduction” rather than meeting the
treatment standards,
* For adjustment factor E in total. the facility would likely spend “1 additional month” and the
regulator would likely spend “1 to 3 weeks” depending on the level of complexity of the site.
However. they were not prepared to estimate the percentage of sites that would use this factor.

E(2). What kind/how much additional process costs are associated with the long-term
protection where cost effective treatment used (E(2)) adjustment factor?
- * See above discussion.

5. Please describe/quantify the use/impacts you anticipate will result from the new
requirement design standards (liner and cap) with regard to how CAMU is currently being
‘implemented?

~ * Liner standards - apply only for new units or lateral-expansion of an ex1st1n,q unit. The facility
may spend an additional ‘2 to 4 weeks” and the regulator an additional 1 to 2 weeks” and this
might be at approximately 25 percent of the sites. ‘

* The extra costs here may end up driving people away from use CAMUs.

* Cap standards - No new burden added here, this is a routine aspect of CAMUSs.

.

6. Please describe/quantify the use/impacts you anticipate will result from the new
requirement for nonpermanent CAMUs with regard to how CAMU is currently being
implemented?

* Ultimately. this these standards add no/negligible new costs.

7. How long, on average, does it take to approve a CAMU from start to finish? Will this
time increase appreciably due to the new CAMU rule?

* CAMU approval runs approximately 180 days, may add an additional 90 days to the process.
So. the general rule here is it would increase by % the time that it takes to approve a CAMU.

8. Do you think CAMU usage will increase or decrease as a result of this rule?

* CAMU usage will decrease due to additional technical requirements. This could result in.
greater use of AOCs. However. if facilities notice the use of adjustment factor B as a way to
lessen the stringency of the Amendments, could see more CAMUs.

— o~
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CAMU Expert Telephone Contact Form - Expert #7

General Information

Expert (Region): Katherine Nelson and Linn Bell (State TX)
Phone Number: 512-239-6622
HQ Personnel: Paul Balserak
Date/Time of Call: May 16,2001, 2:00 (Length of Call: 1 hour)
Context for CAMU Experts
. Support for agency actions, must comply with Executive Orders.
. Uniqueness of CAMU rule (time frame and nature of Amendments to existing rule).
. Requires specific knowledge of existing process that Headquarters does not have
e Expert approach best suited.
. Answer list of questions below.
. ~ Goal is to estimate annual cost increment associated with new rule.
. Expert should answer not just for their specific CAMU(s), but for the general CAMU
process in their Region.
. Need estimate of costs to owners or operators and to Reglon or state personnel
Questions
1.  Please describe/quantify the impacts you anticipate will result from the new waste

eligibility requirements with regard to how CAMU is currently being implemented?

- Information submission regarding amended sec. 264.552(d)
* These requirements may actually save time. Usually, we get very broad and vague information
on wastes to go into a CAMU. This might serve to remedy that.
* For the facility, it might add “1 week” to get the information together. For the regulator, it -
might save “3-4 days.”

2. Please describe/quantify the impacts you anticipate will result from the new requirement
to identify PHCs with regard to how CAMU is currently being implemented? -
- What kind/how much additional process costs are associated with identification
of PHCs? 4
* Sites are pretty good at essentially identifying the important constituents at the site. but these
requirements may help facilities and regulators by identifying a process.
* For the facility, however, it still will add approximately “2 days - 1 week.”
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3. Please describe/quantify the impacts you anticipate will result from the new requirement
to treatment requirements with regard to how CAMU is currently being implemented?
- Will these standards result in a greater need for pilot studies, and thus increased

costs associated with them, to determme whether remedial approach will meet
new requirements? . A

* Will entail more work on the facility’s part. They’ll have to be more proactive and forward

thinking in developing their CAMUs. Overall, they think it is a good idea to have national

minimum standards for treatment. ‘

" * For the facility, may add approximately “3 weeks.”

- * For the regulatory, may add “0 days to 1 week.”

4. Please describe/quantify the use/impacts you anticipate will result from the new
requirement to adjustment factors with regard to how CAMU is currently being implemented?

A. What kind/how much additional process costs are associated w1th the techmcal
impracticability (4) adjustment factor?
* Will likely be applied very much in a site-specific manner.
* Overall, the facility may have an additional “2 weeks” for about 30 percent of the CAMUs.

* For regulators, this adjustment factor may add *“3 days to 1 week” for about 30 percent of the .
CAMUs. : '

B. What kind/how much additional process costs are associated with the change in
levels/methods (B) adjustment factor?
* The facility should add no additional time.
* The regulatory may spend an additional “4 davs to'l week” to review for 33 percent of the
. CAMUs.

C. What kind/how much additional process costs are associated with the communzty
input (C) adjustment factor? :
* For facilities, may add an additional “1 week” for 10 percent of CAMUs. For regulators. may
add an additional “1 to 2 weeks” for 10 percent of CAMUSs.

D. What kind/how much additional process costs are associated with the short-term
risks (D) adjustment factor?
* For adjustment factor D. no new burden.

E(1). What kind/how much additional process costs are associated with the long-term
protection where treatment substantially met (E(1)) adjustment factor?
* This factor is complex. In the long run could end up saving time.
* For adjustment factor E in total. the facility would likely spend “2 additional weeks” at 3/4ths
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of the CAMUs, and the regulator would likely spend “1-2 weeks” to provide technical review at
3/4ths of the CAMU.

-

E(2). What kind/how much additional process costs are associated with the long-term
protection where cost effective treatment used (E(2)) adjustment factor?
* See above discussion.

5. Please describe/quantify the use/impacts you anticipate will result from the new
requirement design standards (liner and cap) with regard to how CAMU is currently being
“implemented?
* Approximately 60 percent of CAMUs include some sort of liner/cap design.
* The facility may spend an additional “1 to 2 weeks” for 50 percent of CAMUs and the
regulator an additional “1 to 2 weeks” for 50 percent of CAMUs.

6. Please describe/quantify the use/impacts you anticipate will result from the new
requirement for nonpermanent CAMUs with regard to how CAMU is currently being
implemented?

* Ultimately, this these standards add no/negligible new costs.

7. How long, on average, does it take to approve a CAMU from start to finish? Will this
time increase appreciably due to the new CAMU rule?
* CAMU approval runs approximately 1-1/2 vears to 2-1/2 years for getting the application in
the door to getting it out the door. '

* The Amendments may result in a decrease in time because there would be standards to point to,

and thevy provide more power to EPA over existing vague standards.

8. Do you think CAMU usage will increase or decrease as a result of this rule?

* CAMU usage will likely not change due to CAMU Amendments.

* They’ve seen a lot of facilities come in because of grandfathering provisions. Also had seen in
the past a few facilities scared away by the litigation status of the CAMU rule.
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CAMU Expert Telephone Contact Form - Expert #8

General Information

Expert (Region): Pete Doorn (State NC)

Phone Number: 919-733-2178

HQ Personnel: , Paul Balserak

Date/Time of Call: May 17. 2001, 2:00 (Length of Call: 3/4 3/4 hour)
‘Context for CAMU Experts

o Support for agency actions, must comply with Executive Orders.

. Uniqueness of CAMU rule (time frame and nature of Amendments to existing rule).
. Requires specific knowledge of existing process that Headquarters does not have.

. Expert approach best suited. ,

. Answer list of questions below.

. Goal is to estimate annual cost increment associated with new rule.

. Expert should answer not just for their specific CAMU(S) but for the general CAMU

process in their Region.

. Need estimate of costs to owners or operators and to Reglon or state personnel.

( 2uestions

1. 'Please describe/quantify the impacts you anticipate will result from the new waste

- eligibility requirements with regard to how CAMU is currently being implemented?
- Information submission regarding amended sec. 264.552(d)
* For the facility, this might add “2 weeks” and for the regulator, this might add “1 to 2 days.”

2. Please describe/quantify the impacts you anticipate will result from the new requirement
to identify PHCs with regard to how CAMU is currently being implemented?
- What kind/how much additional process costs are associated with identification
of PHCs? ‘
* For the facility. this could add “3-4 days™ and for the regulator it could add “3 to 4 days.”
However, at first there would be a learning curve which could make it more like “20 days” for
the regulator for the first few CAMUSs.
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3. Please describe/quantify the impacts you anticipate will result from the new requirement
to treatment requirements with regard to how CAMU 1s currently being implemented?

— Will these standards result in a greater need for pilot studies, and thus increased
costs associated with them, to determine whether remedial approach will meet
new requirements?

* Relatively no difference here. ,
* For the facility, may add “1 to 2 weeks” for report preparation.
* For the regulatory, may add “3 to 4 days” for more technical review.

4. Please describe/quantify the use/impacts you anticipate will result from the new
requirement to adjustme'nt Jactors with regard to how CAMU is currently being implemented?

A. What kind/how much additional process costs are a55001ated with the rechnical
impracticability (4) adjustment factor? :
* This factor (regarding technical impracticability determmatlons) is fairly new for North
Carolina. ‘ :
* He was unsure what this might add to the facility’s burden, and gave no estimate.
* For regulators, this adjustment factor may add “5 to 10 days.” He was not able to provide an
estimate of what percentage of CAMUSs might use this factor.

‘B. . What kind/how much additional process costs are associated with the change in
levels/methods (B) adjustment factor?
* He was unsure what might add to the facility’s burden, and gave no estimate.
* The regulatory may spend an additional “2 to 4 days.” He was not able to provide an estimate
of what percentage of CAMUSs might use this factor.

C. What kind/how much additional process costs are associated with the.community
input (C) adjustment factor?

* For the regulator, this might add “1 day.” No estimate of the percentage of CAMUs that might
use this factor or of change in burden for facility.

D. What kmd/how much additional process. costs are associated with the short—term
risks (D) adjustment factor?
* For the regulator, this might add “1 to 3 days.” No estimate of the percentage of CAMUs that
might use this factor. or of change in burden for facility.

E(1). What kind/how much additional process costs are associated with the long-term
protection where treatment substantially met (E(1)) adjustment factor?
* For the regulator. this might add “6 to 8 days.” No estimate of the percentage of CAMUs that
might use this factor, or of change in burden for facility.
* However. could add “20 or more days” for regulator for the first few CAMUs.
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E(2). What kind/how much additional process costs are associated with the long-term
protection where cost effective treatment used (E(2)) adjustment factor?
* See above discussion. -

5. Please describe/quantify the use/impacts you anticipate will result from the new
requirement design standards (liner and cap) with regard to how CAMU is currently being
implemented? |

* For the regulator, this might add “2 to 4 days.” No estimate of the percentage of CAMUSs that
might use this factor, or of change in burden for facility.

6. . Please describe/quantify the use/impacts you anticipate will result from the new
requirement for nonpermanent CAMUs with regard to how CAMU is currently being
implemented? -

* __For the regulator, this might add “1 to 2 days.” No estimate of the percentage of CAMUs
that might use this factor, or of change in burden for facility.

7. How long, on average, does it take to approve a CAMU from start to finish? Will this
time increase appreciably due to the new CAMU rule? A

* CAMU approval runs approximately 6 months now. may be more like 1 to 1-1/2 years under
new Amendments. |

8. Do you think CAMU usage will increase or decrease as a result of this rule?
* CAMU will be less attractive under the Amendments.
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.Appendix C: Comparison of the 1993 CAMU Rule
and the Final CAMU Amendments*

* Please note that the comparison of the 1993 CAMU Rule and the Final CAMU Amendments
has been placed separately in the docket for the CAMU Amendments Final Rule as a
redline/strikeout comparison. '




